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Introduction 
Key components of the lifetimewool evaluation plan were National producer surveys to quantify change in 
the knowledge, attitudes, skills and aspirations over the duration of the project (Dart et al. 2008)
1
. In 2005, 
2032 wool producers were surveyed to establish a benchmark for ewe and pasture management practices, 
knowledge and willingness to change. At that time, 93% of those who were surveyed said that they were 
willing to be resurveyed in 2008 at the completion of the project. This has allowed lifetimewool to compare 
individual producers’ changes in practices, knowledge and willingness over the three years that the 
communication and adoption phase of the project was implemented. Overall, a total of 1295 producers 
provided feedback to both the 2005 and 2008 questionnaires, providing a large sample from which to draw 
conclusions on. This report shows what those changes have been.  
Executive Summary  
A total of 1295 producers have provided feedback to both the 2005 and 2008 questionnaires, providing a 
large sample from which to draw conclusions on. (1790 phone numbers were provided to Taverners, which 
they used to call until they achieved 1200 responses) 
There has been a strong response nationally to formal feed budgeting. The proportions of producers who are 
willing or already feed budgeting have increased 6% to 38% of the survey population. The biggest change 
has occurred in the number of people who are already doing it, having increased from 4.9% of respondents 
to 8.6%. The only other significant change that has been observed is in those producers that are willing to try 
formal systems of monitoring their ewes. The proportion of producers that are willing to monitor ewes has 
dropped from 34% to 32%. This is a small reduction, but is statistically significant. There is no significant 
difference in any of the other changes in willingness. 
More than 80% of producers indicated in 2005 that they assessed the amount of pasture available. In 2008 
this increased to 83%. Assessing pasture growth rate was only undertaken by 55% of producers in 2005. 
Since 2005 there has been a major increase of 11% of respondents who now assess their pasture growth 
rate. Assessing pasture quality is also a popular practice in 2008 with 82% of respondents saying that they 
do this. Visual assessment is still, by far, the most popular method that producers chose to assess pastures. 
Producers obviously recognize the need to assess pastures, given the high number of producers who do, but 
they are still choosing the easiest method of assessment.  
There has been no significant change in the numbers of producers who running ewes in age groups, weigh 
ewes or pregnancy scanning. There has been a significant increase in the number of producers who monitor 
the condition of ewes. However, 92% of producers already monitored ewe condition in 2005, so the increase 
to 96% in 2008 is a large impact (51% of remaining non-adopters have now adopted). 
Thirty six percent of producers are pregnancy scanning and about half of these identify twin and single 
bearing ewes. There has been no significant change in this practice from the 2005 to the 2008 surveys. 72% 
of those respondents who scan for twins managed single and twin bearing ewes separately in 2005. This 
increased 17% to 85% in 2008.  
The most popular time for producers to weigh or monitor their ewes is when they are conducting a pre-
lambing worm drench or vaccination. 
In the 2008 survey, respondents were asked “Have you made any changes to the way you manage your 
pastures or ewes over the last five years?” If they stated that they had they were also asked: “Did you 
make any changes to how you manage your pastures or ewes because of information you have 
received from lifetimewool?” 
Sixty four percent, or 822, of the respondents stated that they had made a change to how they manage 
pastures or ewes in the last five years. Of these respondents 19% indicated that they had made changes 
due to lifetimewool. It follows that 12% of producers surveyed acknowledge that they have made changes 
to their management practices based on information that they specifically received from lifetimewool. This 
indicates that the lifetimewool project achieved its ambitious objective of having 3,000+ wool 
producers nationally change practices. In all likelihood this is an underestimate of the impact of the 
project as other producers may not recognise that any change they have made was due to lifetimewool. 
These changes have occurred in just three years, and the impact on the industry could increase substantially 
in future if this or other Projects are able to continue its services (such as the Lifetime Ewe Management 
groups) and products (such as the feed budget tables and feed on offer photo gallery), as the knowledge and 
                                                     
1
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willingness questions have shown that there are internal movements toward changing practices, especially in 
respect to feed budgeting and monitoring ewe condition for lamb survival and ewe and lamb wool production 
benefits. 
Acknowledgements 
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Wool Enterprise Section 
1. Geographic spread and consistency of respondents 
Respondents were asked for their location (ie what state and their closest locality). To gain an idea of 
consistency between the 2005 and 2008 data sets, the respondent of the 2008 survey were asked if they 
were the same person who answered the 2005 survey. A category was added for them to be able to answer 
that they couldn’t remember whether they had done it before. The tables and graph below show how these 
questions were answered. 
 
STATE Code Code % Total State % 
NSW 1 75% 375   
  2 6% 31   
  3 18% 91   
NSW Total 497 38% 
SA 1 73% 154   
  2 4% 9   
  3 22% 47   
SA Total 210 16% 
Tas 1 75% 33   
  2 7% 3   
  3 18% 8   
Tas Total 44 3% 
Vic 1 79% 260   
  2 3% 9   
  3 18% 61   
Vic Total 330 25% 
WA 1 80% 171   
  2 4% 9   
  3 16% 34   
WA Total 214 17% 
  1 77% 993   
  2 5% 61   
  3 19% 241   
Survey Total 1295   
Table 1.1 Breakdown of respondents by state 
and consistency with first survey 
Legend 
1 = Respondent was the same person who did 
the original survey 
2 = Respondent was someone else in the 
house (who did not do the original survey) 
3 = Respondent can’t remember whether they 
did the original survey or not 
77% of the respondents that make up the survey sample in this report were surveyed in both the 2005 and 
2008 surveys - and 19% more may have been but don't remember. This shows a strong consistency 
between surveys and hence the results provide good confidence in consistency. Standard errors have been 
included in the analysis of the data to account for natural inconsistency in individuals responses (note: one 
respondent’s answers were deleted from the sample because he did the 2008 questionnaire twice and gave 
different answers the second time). 
One of the potential ways that the data may be skewed is by the respondents recognising, through 
answering the questions the first time, that the purpose is to see change in behaviour, and only those 
people who are willing to change agree to be resurveyed. This bias is negligible because 93% of the 
original respondents were willing to be re-surveyed.  
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One other potential avenue for bias in the data was if the people who were prepared to be surveyed again 
had a relationship with (and hence were aware of) lifetimewool. This concern is also unfounded (see 
below), as there was the same level of awareness of the Project in the sample population as there was 
among the general population. 
1.1 Awareness of lifetimewool  
Various surveys have been conducted that have asked respondents whether they were aware of 
lifetimewool over the last four years. The National Wool Producers Survey, which is conducted every year 
by the Department of Agriculture and Food WA’s Wool Desk and receives responses from randomly 
selected producers’ nation wide, included a question on awareness of the Project in May 2005 and 
February 2008. The original lifetimewool survey, conducted in October 2005, also asked the same question. 
The results from these surveys have been included on Table 1.1.1 (below) to show how this has changed 
over time. 
 
Origin of data 
(Survey date) 
Wool Desk 
(May 2005) 
Lifetimewool 
(Oct 2005) 
Wool Desk  
(Feb 2008) 
Wool Desk 
(Aug 2008) 
Survey Total 25% 40% 41% 32% 
Table 1.1.1 Awareness of lifetimewool over time 
1.2 Extrapolation to whole population of wool producers 
Australian Wool Innovation provided figures on the number of wool producers with more than 500 head of 
sheep in each state. This information was derived from the levies paid by individual enterprises.  
 
STATE National Survey 
NSW 9,805 38% 497 39% 
SA 4,277 17% 210 16% 
TAS 635 2% 44 3% 
VIC 5,779 22% 330 25% 
WA 5,233 20% 214 17% 
Total 25,729   1295   
Table 1.2.1 Comparison of numbers of producers with more than 500 sheep nationally and within 
the survey sample 
The proportions shown in Table 1.2.1 shows that the survey breakdown by state is very representative of 
the breakdown of the entire population across the country. This means that the results in this report can be 
taken to be a representation of the producers nationally.  
The sample size is 5% of the national population. The objective of lifetimewool is: 
“That 3000 producers from across southern Australia have changed the management of their 
ewe flock by the adoption (or part there of) of lifetimewool messages and guidelines. (August 
2008).” 
To have achieved this, 3,000 producers represents 12% of the national population of wool producers, or 
151 of producers within the sample population of these surveys. 
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2. Number of adult Merino ewes 
The Question that was asked in the 2005 survey was “How many of those sheep [of what they said they 
shore in 2004] were adult Merino ewes?”. In 2008 we asked for the respondents to provide a breakdown 
of the flock structure: “How many of each of the following classes of sheep do you currently have on 
your property? A) Merino ewes (please include weaners and hogget ewes)”. The following table shows 
the comparison of average flock size then and now (Merino ewes only). 
 
  
State 
  
n 
2004 ewe 
flock ave 
2008 ewe 
flock ave 
Ewe flock 
change (#) se 
% 
reduction 
NSW 495 1962 1629 332 78  17% 
SA 210 1611 1492 119 101  7% 
Tas 44 2181 1775 406 201  19% 
Vic 330 1792 1588 205 56  11% 
WA 214 2770 2429 340 113  12% 
Survey total 1293 2003 1734 269 42  13% 
Table 2.1 Change in flock average from 2004 to 2008 by state. 
This table shows that there has been a consistent drop in the number of ewes per property across the 
country. This drop is not significantly different in any state compared to others. 
3. Number of Merino ewes mated to Merino rams 
The question given to survey participants in 2008 survey only: “How many of your merino ewes were 
mated to Merino rams in 2007?”  
 
STATE n 
Average # ewes 
mated in 2007 SE 
NSW 385 1363 63 
SA 175 1023 68 
Tas 31 1988 360 
Vic 249 1389 110 
WA 177 1976 132 
Survey subsample 1017 1437 46 
Table 3.1 Average number of merino ewes mated to merino rams in 2007 
The number of ewes mated in South Australia is the lowest across the country with only about 1000 ewes 
mated on average per property. Tasmania and Western Australia have the highest proportion with nearly 
2000 ewes per property mated in 2007. 
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4. Area of pasture 
The questions asked in the 2005 survey and the 2008 survey on this topic were slightly different. In 2005 
producers were asked simply what “Total area of property used for winter grazing-hectares”. In 2008 this 
was changed to be a bit more specific: “What area of pasture do you use for grazing sheep (excluding 
stubbles, salt land and fodder crops)?” It is not anticipated that this change in question would attract a 
different kind of response. 
 
State n 
Average 
pasture 
area 2005 
Average 
pasture 
area 2008 change 
net % 
change SE 
NSW 497 1578 1607 29 80 2% 
SA 210 1643 1558 -85 86 -5% 
Tas 44 1328 1457 128 102 10% 
Vic 330 711 696 -15 29 -2% 
WA 214 1051 1030 -22 52 -2% 
Survey total 1295 1273 1267 -5 36 0% 
Table 4.1 Change in area dedicated to pasture production from 2005 to 2008 
This table shows that, nationally, there has not been any significant change in area planted to pasture over 
the last three years. On a state level, there is no statistically significant difference between states.  
5. Pay for advice 
The question asked in 2008 “Do you pay for advice on managing your sheep (for example from private 
consultants or agronomists)?” was deemed to be different enough from the question asked in 2005 (“Do 
you get farming information and advice from private consultants?”) that we can not compare the 
responses. Here we have the breakdown of those who do and those who don’t only. 
 
STATE No Yes Total % Yes SE 
NSW 402 92 494 19% 2% 
SA 169 38 207 18% 3% 
Tas 30 12 42 29% 7% 
Vic 262 68 330 21% 2% 
WA 163 51 214 24% 3% 
Survey Total 1026 261 1287 20% 1% 
Table 5.1 Response to question on paying for advice on sheep management 
About 20% of respondents, nationally, say that they pay for advice in managing sheep. There are no 
significant differences in this response by state. 
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6. Marking percent 
2005 was another drought year for much of the eastern states. For this reason participants to the 2005 
survey were asked two questions on weaner survival: “What number of lambs would you expect to wean 
/ 100 Merino ewes joined in an average year?” and “What number of lambs did you wean / 100 Merino 
ewes joined this year?” In 2008 the question was changed to: “What was your Merino lamb marking 
percent in 2007?” 
STATE n Ave to 2005 SE Ave for 2005 SE Ave for 2007 SE 
NSW 318 85 0.7 82 1.0 83 0.9 
SA 161 89 0.7 82 1.2 92 1.1 
Tas 28 81 1.7 73 2.8 74 2.6 
Vic 217 82 0.7 81 1.0 79 1.0 
WA 114 85 0.8 87 1.0 78 1.3 
Survey total 838 85 0.4 82 0.5 83 0.5 
Table 6.1 Marking percents for the 2005 and 2007 breeding years and the average marking percent 
observed to 2005 
In general, the marking percent in 2005 was the same or slightly lower than their then long-term average. 
2005 was a particularly difficult year for South Australia and Tasmania. The seasonal influence is reflected in 
their reduced marking percents. The marking percent in Tasmania remains low, while South Australia has 
returned to the average expected marking percent of pre-2005. South Australia has a higher marking percent 
than the other states.  
 
STATE n Ave lamb mort SE 
NSW 63 25.2 1.2 
SA 14 27.4 4.7 
Tas 2 18.8 13.2 
Vic 24 25.7 3.1 
WA 17 20.7 4.0 
National 120 24.8 1.2 
Table 6.2 Average lamb mortality per state based on marking percent provided in 2008 survey data 
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7. Month of joining - lambing 
The question that was actually asked in the 2008 Survey was “What month do you join your Merino ewes 
to Merino rams?”. To be able to compare these responses to other data that has been collected by other 
sources, the responses have been shifted forward 5 months to represent month of lambing by State. 
 
  N Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
Survey total 1295 0% 0% 5% 16% 18% 11% 11% 17% 15% 4% 0% 0% 
Table 7.1 Time of lambing by state as a proportion of the total responses (converted from month of 
joining data provided by 2008 survey respondents)  
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Graph 7.1 Time of lambing nationally with State breakdown  
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Month of lambing for producers in Tasmania
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Table 7.2 Histograms for month of lambing for each state 
 
7.1 Month of joining and marking percent 
 
STATE 
 
Month of lambing 
Total Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
NSW 
# 1 2 18 40 39 20 43 82 99 39 3 2 388 
% 85 66 78 79 87 90 86 85 82 76 65 60 83 
SA 
#   22 48 33 27 21 16 6   1 174 
%   85 89 94 93 92 97 99   90 92 
Tas 
#  1      13 15 2   31 
%  70      71 77 65   73 
Vic 
# 1 1 8 46 52 12 27 62 37 3   249 
% 68 75 83 77 82 78 74 82 79 75   79 
WA 
#   6 35 58 57 24 2     182 
%   66 77 76 80 79 81     78 
Sub-sample 
total 
# 2 4 54 169 182 116 115 175 157 44 3 3 1024 
% 77 69 80 81 84 84 83 84 81 75 65 70 82 
Table 7.1.1 Distribution of respondents and average marking percent against time of lambing per 
state (for those respondents who have provided data on marking percent)* 
*Area shaded in grey where n=<5 respondents 
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8. Group membership 
In 2008, participants to the survey were asked “Which of the following sheep or wool research or 2008 
producer groups do you belong to?” The options were: Local farmer group, Performance Breeders, 
Bestwool, Stud Breeders Association, Lifetime Ewe Management, Q Lamb, Grain and Graze, or None of the 
above. The table below shows how many respondents were members of the 7 groups listed. 
 
STATE No Yes Total % Yes SE 
NSW 335 160 495 33% 2% 
SA 129 81 210 39% 3% 
Tas 26 18 44 41% 7% 
Vic 199 131 330 40% 3% 
WA 149 65 214 30% 3% 
Survey Total 838 455 1293 35% 1% 
Table 8.1 Number and proportion of respondents stated that they were part of a group or not in 2008 
The survey average is 35% of producers belong to a producer group. WA and NSW producers are less likely 
to be part of a research or producer group (@ ~31%), while Victorian and South Australian producers are 
more likely (@ ~ 40%).  
In 2005, respondents were asked if they belonged to a producer group, but different options were provided 
for what particular group they were a member of. Nationally there were a slightly higher proportion of 
producers that were part of a group (39%).  
 
STATE n 
# Don’t belong 
to group 
Belong to a group  
# % SE 
NSW 497 298 199 40% 2% 
SA 210 139 71 34% 3% 
Tas 44 17 27 61% 7% 
Vic 330 183 147 45% 3% 
WA 214 154 60 28% 3% 
Survey Total 1295 791 504 39% 1% 
Table 8.2 Number and proportion of respondents that were or weren’t part of a group in 2005 
There are, of course, differences across states in the type of group they have selected. This is because 
some of the groups only operate in certain states. This can be seen quite clearly on the table – for example, 
Bestwool is a group that only runs in Victoria and Q Lamb only runs in Western Australia. Data from Table 
8.2 are represented by Graph 8.1a to 8.1f below. 
 
STATE 
Local farmer 
group 
Stud Breeders 
Association Bestwool 
Grain and 
Graze 
Performance 
breeders 
Lifetime Ewe 
Management 
Q 
Lamb 
 # % # % # % # % # % # % # % 
NSW 122 25% 41  8% -    0% 
 
21 4% 11  2% 1  0% 1  0% 
SA 60 29% 13  6% 1  0% 23  11% 8  4% 2  1% -    0% 
Tas 14 32% 6  14% -    0% -    0% 2  5% 1  2% -    0% 
Vic 59 18% 21  6% 69  21% 14  4% -    0% 18  5% -    0% 
WA 31 14% 25  12% -    0% 3  1% 9  4% 9  4% 6  3% 
Survey 
Total 286 22% 106  8% 70  5% 61  5% 30  2% 31  2% 7  1% 
Table 8.3 Group membership by state (2008) 
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Graph 8.1a Breakdown of group membership of NSW producers 
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Graph 8.1b Breakdown of group membership of SA producers 
Group membership in Tasmania
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Graph 8.1c Breakdown of group membership of Tasmania producers 
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Graph 8.1d Breakdown of group membership of Victorian producers 
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Graph 8.1e Breakdown of group membership of WA producers 
Group membership for whole survey sample
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Graph 8.1f Breakdown of group membership of whole sample 
Membership in local farmer groups vastly outweighs any other group. This is understandable as this is not 
one group but a collection of many groups across the country. Each of the other groups has relatively low 
membership within the whole sample of respondents. Membership in the Stud Breeders Association is the 
next most popular membership in NSW, Tasmania and WA. Bestwool is the most popular group in Victoria 
and Grain and Graze is the second most popular group in SA. 
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8 x 5 (x5 respondents) 
Agroforestry (x2 respondents) 
A private farm advisory group/dark 
and farm management advisory 
group 
A sheep (x4 respondents) 
AMLC (x2 respondents) 
AWI (x7 respondents) 
Australian Fine Wool Association 
Aust Sheep Genetics 
Australian Stud Sheep Society 
Australian Suffolk’s Association 
AWEX (x3 respondents) 
Balmoral sire evaluation 
BeefCheque group 
Bestprac group (x2 respondents) 
Bio dynamic farming 
Birchip Cropping Group (x2 
respondents) 
Boorowa network 
Central west farming systems (x2 
respondents) 
Clunes and district agricultural 
society 
Egelabra wool growers association 
Elders 
Elmore lamb group. 
Farm management 500 (x7 
respondents) 
Farmanco 
Farmers federation (x5 
respondents) 
Feedlotters Association 
Flinders island productivity group 
Galarganbone rural advisory 
service. 
Glendama stud 
Goorambat prime lamb group 
Grain Growers Association 
Grassland society (x5 
respondents) 
GRDC (x2 respondents) 
Ground Cover 
Hatwood prime lamb group 
Harden Murrumburra  group 
Holmes and Sackett (x5 
respondents) 
Horsham agricultural society 
Lamb plan  
Meat and livestock Australia 
Kangaroo island prime lamb 
Kondinin group (x9 
respondents) 
Lambcare (x2 respondents) 
Lamb pro 
Land Water and Wool 
Landcare group (x4 
respondents) 
Liebie group  
Manjimup pasture group 
Mckinnon Group (x5 
respondents) 
Meat  Elite Australia 
Monaro farming systems (x2 
respondents) 
Merino Stud Breeders 
Association 
Midland show society. 
Murdoch university sheep 
health study. 
NSW Famers Federation (x9 
respondents) 
NSW Classers Association 
Pastoralist and Grazers 
Association (x4 respondents) 
Pooginook Merino Wool 
Incentive 
Principal focus (x2 
respondents) 
Prograze 
Pyrnees producer group 
Roberts wool 
Riverina Organic Growers 
Association/ 
Schulbelly  
SGSL (x2 respondents) 
Saltland Pastures Association 
(x2 respondents) 
Sharlea ultrafine society 
Sheep industry Development 
Board  
Sheep plus group 
Sheep’s back (x2 respondents) 
Soft Rolling Skins Breeders 
Group (x9 respondents) 
South West Merino Breeders 
SA Farmers Federation (x2 
respondents) 
Southern farming systems (x5 
respondents) 
Southern Monaro Farming 
Systems 
Superior wool syndicate 
Superfine wool growers 
association. 
Superwhites 
Tasmanian Fine Merino Breeders 
Tasmanian Farmers and Grazers 
Association (x10 respondents) 
The facey group (x2 respondents) 
The local catchment management 
authority for streamside 
protection. 
The Rock Lochardt Ag Group 
Tooraweenah prime lamb 
marketing co-op (x2 respondents) 
Top lamb 
Upper North Farming Systems 
Universty of Tasmania 
Victorian farmers federation (x7 
respondents) 
WA Farmers Federation 
WA Farmers Wool Council 
Walpeup top crop group. 
WAMMCO (x2 respondents) 
White Suffolk Assoc of Australia 
(x3 respondents) 
Wool Victoria  
Wool connect (x4 respondents) 
Wool for Wealth 
Wool Classes Association 
Yorke Peninsular Alkaline Soils 
Group 
Young farmers 
Table 8.2 Responses provided under “other” option for what research or wool producer groups 
respondents are members of 
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9. Benchmarking 
The question was asked in the 2008 survey about whether producers “benchmark your sheep enterprise 
against other farmers?”. Table 9.1 shows the results of this question. As a follow up question, producers 
were also asked “What programs are you involved in that allows you to benchmark your enterprise 
against others?”. 
 
STATE No Yes Total % Yes SE 
NSW 382 115 497 23% 2% 
SA 153 57 210 27% 3% 
Tas 31 13 44 30% 7% 
Vic 224 106 330 32% 3% 
WA 149 65 214 30% 3% 
Survey Total 939 356 1295 27% 1% 
Table 9.1 Number of respondents that selected “No” and “Yes” to the question of benchmarking, and 
hence the proportion of the respondents that selected “Yes” 
Responses show that 27% of the sample population benchmark their flock against other producers. This is 
slightly lower in NSW where 23% of respondents benchmark their flock. 
 
A local merino association  
ABARE (x2) 
Ashley Herbert’s sheep production 
group enters sheep in wether 
trials 
Australian Bureau of Statistics 
Australian Dohne 
Bankwest benchmarking program. 
Best lamb group 
Bestprac program (x2) 
Bowford weather trial. 
Compare it with dept figures 
Ear tag, tell us the sheep belongs 
to us 
Edge Management Group (x2) 
Farm adviser benchmarks 
Farm management group 
Farm monitor 
Farm plan consultants - 
benchmarking 
Flock production growth (by 
kangaroo island vets). 
Govt depts. – periodic reviews 
Harden consulting services 
Hassel & associates (x2) 
Out of the scientific literature - I 
use a certain formula.  
Landmark 
Import semen and benchmark that 
progeny against our own progeny 
It was a benchmark group project 
JRL Hall and co / Icon / Sheeps 
back (x4) 
Just general conversation with 
surrounding farmers 
Facey group 
King island beef group 
benchmarking 
Lamb plan (x2) 
Lifetime ewe management 
Lifetime ewe/best wool 
Mainly wool program 
Making more from sheep 
Manplan 
McKinnon group 
Merino Select  
New productivity trials 
Paddock Action Manager 
Planfarm (x2) 
Profit probe (x2) 
Prograze (x3) 
Pyrnees producer group 
Resource consulting services 
Rom consultancy 
SGA (x3) 
Sire evaluation (x2) 
South east merino breeders 
improvement group 
Emu downs group 
The fast project 
Merino genetic services. 
Southern merino field days 
Wool for wealth 
Australian fibre testing local 
breeding group 
Merino breeders 
WAMCO and farm adviser gives 
summary on area.  
Gippsland benchmarking group 
Holmes and Sackett  
Inner feedstock programme 
Wether trials 
Yass best farmers group. 
Yard stick 
Table 9.2 Types of benchmarking groups that producers belong to (as offered by respondents to this 
survey) 
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Pasture Management Practices Section 
In this section participants to the survey were asked whether or not they assess the amount, the growth rate 
and the quality of their pasture. Each of these questions were followed up with a question about how they do 
this.  
We are able to compare the responses to whether they assess their pasture from the first to last survey as 
the questions were consistent. We are not able to do this for the questions on how they assess as the nature 
of how they were able to respond changed. In the 2005 survey respondents were given the option of 
providing multiple responses. In the 2008 survey respondents were asked to best describe how they assess 
their pasture. Without knowing which of their multiple answers from the 2005 survey best describes how they 
assess their pasture there is no consistent response available to adequately compare change. For this 
reason only the 2008 responses have been analysed and included in this report. 
10. Assessing amount of pasture 
The question asked here was consistent between the two surveys: “Do you assess the AMOUNT of green 
pasture in your paddocks?” The tables below show the responses given to this question in both years. The 
individual changes are mapped in the first table and summarised in the second. 
 
2008 Response 2005 
total # No % SE Yes % SE 
2005 
response 
No 82 6% 1% 169 13% 1% 251 
Yes 131 10% 1% 913 71% 1% 1044 
2008 total # 213 16% 1% 1082 84% 1% 1295 
Table 10.1 Matrix of responses from 2005 and 2008 survey showing individual changes in practice 
 
  
2005 2008 Net 
Change 
 
# % SE # % SE 
No 251 19% 1% 213 16% 1% 
Yes 1044 81% 1% 1082 84% 1% 3% 
Survey Total 1295 100%   1295 100%    
Table 10.2 Survey results from 2005 and 2008, showing the net change in practice observed 
Assessing the amount of pasture was a popular practice in 2005 with 81% of respondents saying that they 
do this. This increased to 84% in 2008. On an individual level, 77% haven't changed their practices, 13% 
changed to include assessing amount of pasture, and 10% changed to exclude assessing amount of 
pasture. There has been a net increase in the amount of producers assessing amount of pasture by 3% 
10.1 Method of assessment 
The options for how they assess their pastures were to a) make a visual assessment using broad terms such 
as ‘not enough’, ‘good’, ‘plenty’, b) make visual assessments using photo references as a guide, c) use a 
pasture stick, d) use a pasture quadrat, e) cut and dry pasture samples, and f) use another method.  
 
STATE broad terms other SE 
NSW 91% 9% 1% 
SA 91% 9% 2% 
Tas 75% 25% 2% 
Vic 84% 16% 2% 
WA 92% 8% 1% 
Survey  89% 11% 2% 
Table 10.1 Proportion of respondents per state that use mainly visual assessment and  
broad terms to describe the pasture, versus using other methods 
 
Colour legend: 
  moved down 
  moved up 
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STATE photo ref Past stick Quadrat cut and dry Other Total 
NSW 10 12 8 0 1 31 
SA 2 2 6 0 2 12 
Tas 1 7 0 0 0 8 
Vic 4 27 1 3 4 39 
WA 2 1 3 1 5 12 
Survey Total 19 49 18 4 12 102 
Table 10.1.2 Breakdown of respondents who mainly use another method (11% of those who assess 
the amount of pasture they have) 
0.0%
0.5%
1.0%
1.5%
2.0%
2.5%
3.0%
3.5%
4.0%
4.5%
5.0%
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photo ref past stick quadrat cut and dry other
WA
Vic
Tas
SA
NSW
 
Graph 10.1.2 Proportion of respondents who mainly use another method 
89% of respondents stated that they mainly make a visual assessment of their paddocks using broad 
descriptive terms. Of the 11% that mainly use another method the pasture stick is the most popular option 
(although should only be used in the eastern states). The photo reference guide and quadrats are the next 
most popular option at 2% of the population each. 
 
 We use a pastures from space software 
 With a plate meter and a quadrant. 
 Visual but use measuring aids to assess 
 Dry matter equivalent 
 We use the pastures from space/that gives you 
your growth rates/we also use the visual not 
enough plenty 
 Last year used pasture in space, which is a 
computer program 
 Pastures from space  
 Measure the dry matter/how high it is 
 I use a program called graze-feed 
 The pasture pick book 
 Both cut and dry pasture samples and make 
visual assessments using photo references 
 Pastures from space 
 Part of the farm group we go around and do 
estimates of fodder using an educated guess 
Table 10.1.3 Responses provided under “other” option for how producers assess amount of pasture 
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11. Assessing pasture growth rate 
The question asked here was consistent between the two surveys: “Do you assess pasture growth rates?” 
The tables below show the responses given to this question in both years. The individual changes are 
mapped in the first table and summarised in the second. 
 
2008 Response 2005 
total # No % SE Yes % SE 
2005 
response 
No 275 21% 1% 310 24% 1% 585 
Yes 171 13% 1% 539 42% 1% 710 
2008 total # 446 34% 1% 849 66% 1% 1295 
Table 11.1 Matrix of responses from 2005 and 2008 survey showing individual changes in practice 
 
  
2005 2008 Net 
Change # % SE # % SE 
No 585 45% 1% 446 34% 1%   
Yes 710 55% 1% 849 66% 1% 11% 
Survey Total 1295 100%   1295 100%    
Table 11.2 Survey results from 2005 and 2008, showing the net change in practice observed 
 
The tables above shows the net increase in number of people now assessing pasture growth rate. The 
proportion of producers doing this in 2005 was 55%. By 2008, this figure had increased to 66%. 63% haven't 
changed their practices in that time. On an individual level, 24% changed to include assessing pasture 
growth rate into their practices while 13% changed to exclude assessing pasture growth rate from their 
practices. This means that there has been a net increase in the amount of producers assessing pasture 
growth rate by 11%. 
 
11.1 Method of assessment 
 The options for how they assess their pastures were to a) assess visually, b) use a pasture cage, c) use the 
Pastures from Space web site, or d) use another method (specify)? 
 
STATE Visually Other SE 
NSW 93% 7% 2% 
SA 95% 5% 2% 
Tas 92% 8% 8% 
Vic 91% 9% 2% 
WA 79% 21% 5% 
Survey  91% 9% 1% 
Table 11.1.1 Proportion of respondents per state that assess their pasture growth rate visually 
versus using other methods 
 
STATE Cage Pastures from Space Other Total 
NSW 6 1 9 16 
SA 3 0 1 4 
Tas 0 0 1 1 
Vic 11 0 3 14 
WA 2 8 4 14 
Survey Total 22 9 18 49 
Table 11.1.2 Breakdown of respondents who mainly use another method 
Colour legend: 
  moved down 
  moved up 
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Graph 11.1.2 Proportion of respondents who mainly use another method 
91% of respondents stated that they mainly make a visual assessment of the pasture growth rates. Of the 
9% that mainly use another method the cage is the most popular option.  
 
 Leave the quadrant in the soil for a couple of 
months/its only a tape so i can see the difference 
with fertilizer trials over small areas 
 Pasture stick 
 We use a measuring stick to do it/it gives you a 
growth rate 
 Quadrant system 
 Did pro -graze course, assessing pasture etc 
 An agronomist/does a farm walk and work it out 
 District agronomist 
 Photos aligned on measurements 
 I use a grazing chart 
 Manual spreadsheet that calculates growth rate 
and requirements. 
 I calculate the ground temperature and can then 
work out the feed growth. 
 Have used a pasture stick in the past 
 Cut samples 
 Use pasture stick one week and then do it again 
the next week/keep doing it until you get a 
handle on the growth rate 
 Pasture watch 
 Pasture stick - used for height and also dry 
matter per hectare 
 I assess it in the paddocks subjectively 
 Pasture stick 
 Pasture stick 
 Pasture growth rates on radio from satellites. 
 NY radio that provides how many Kg’s per acre 
your area has produced 
 Mesh circle 
Table 11.1.3 Responses provided under “other” option for how producers assess pasture growth 
rate 
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12. Assessing pasture quality 
The question asked here was different between the two surveys. In 2005 the question was “Do you assess 
pasture quality to help feed budgeting?” In 2008 this was truncated to just “Do you assess pasture 
quality?” This change in question is probably enough to elicit different responses. For this reason only the 
2008 data is given here.  
 
n No % Yes % SE 
1295 231 18% 1064 82% 1% 
Table 12.1 Response to question on whether producers assess from 2005 and 2008 survey showing 
individual changes in practice 
 
There are a strong number of producers (82%) who are assessing their pasture quality in 2008.  
 
12.1 Method of assessment 
The options for how they assess their pastures were to a) use visual assessments, b) cut pasture samples 
and have them analyzed, or c) use another method (specify)? 
 
STATE Visually Other se 
NSW 92% 8% 2% 
SA 91% 9% 3% 
Tas 91% 9% 6% 
Vic 93% 7% 2% 
WA 95% 5% 2% 
Survey 93% 7% 1% 
Table 12.1.1 Proportion of respondents per state that assess their pasture quality visually, compared 
to assessing by other methods 
 
STATE Sample Other Total 
NSW 16 6 22 
SA 8 1 9 
Tas 0 2 2 
Vic 10 6 16 
WA 1 4 5 
Survey Total 35 19 54 
Table 12.1.2 Breakdown of respondents who 
mainly use another method  
Graph 12.1.2 Proportion of respondents  
who mainly use another method 
 
93% of respondents stated that they mainly make a visual assessment of their pasture quality. Of the 7% 
that mainly use another method sampling is the most popular option.  
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 See if sheep are slipping 
 Checking stock quality 
 Use both visual assessments and cut pasture 
samples and have them analysed 
 Both visual and cut pasture  
 Use visual and at the same time assess livestock 
condition 
 Both visual assessments and cut pasture 
samples and have them analysed 
 We do soil testing every 3 to 4 years 
 Annual versus perennial/we do test our soils 
regularly 
 We don't 
 How the animals respond (gaining weight) 
 Both use visual assessments and cut pasture 
samples and have them analysed  
 Knowledge of fertiliser history 
 Pasture watch 
 Pastures from space 
 Use an agronomist 
 We use both  visual assessments and cut 
pasture samples and have them analysed 
 Pasture stick 
 With agronomist 
 Pasture stick 
 Only on the responses of the sheep 
 We use both  visual assessment and pasture 
samples and have them analysed 
Table 12.1.3 Responses provided under “other” option for how producers assess pasture quality 
13. Feed budgeting 
Although there were a couple of questions in the 2005 survey that refered to feed budgeting, the phrasing of 
the question was such that the feed budgeting component of the question was secondary. Only the 2008 
survey asked specific questions about feed budgeting. This section describes the responses received. 
The first question asked was simply: “Do you feed budget?”  
 
 No Yes Total Yes % SE 
Survey Total 879 416  1295 32% 1% 
Table 13.1 Response to the question on feed budgeting showing proportion of respondents who do 
32% of respondents claim to feed budget. This level was consistent across all states. 
The follow question asked “Which of the following best describes how you feed budget?” The options 
provided were a) do a quick simple ‘back of the envelope’ calculation to work out what your stock need, b) 
use feed budget tables to calculate feed requirements, c) use a computer program with pasture analysis 
information to do a formal feed budget, or d) use another method. Another option was included by the 
interviewers because there were a great number of respondents that also gave the answer: Visual 
assessment/ personal experience. We can presume that this option was added because respondents felt 
that the ‘back of the envelope’ option did not adequately reflect the formality and skill level required to do so. 
 
STATE 
Envelope Tables Experience Computer Other 
Total # % # % # % # % # % 
NSW 100 69% 18 13% 11 8% 9 6% 6 4% 144 
SA 40 62% 12 18% 4 6% 6 9% 3 5% 65 
Tas 11 69% 2 13% 2 13% 1 6%   0% 16 
VIC 77 65% 21 18% 14 12% 5 4% 1 1% 118 
WA 53 73% 6 8% 6 8% 5 7% 3 4% 73 
Survey 281 68% 59 14% 37 9% 26 6% 13 3% 416 
Table 13.2 Response to question which asked respondents to best describe how they feed budget 
Again, the responses to this question show that the majority of respondents use the simplest method when it 
comes to managing their pasture and stock. 68% of those producers who stated that they feed budget 
preferred to do a ‘quick and dirty’ feed budget. 
A positive story that these results show is that 14% of the sample population that feed budget use feed 
budget tables to do so. These are products that have been produced by lifetimewool only. The proportions 
and their standard errors show that there has been greater uptake of these tables in the eastern states. This 
will have been driven by their particular need to feed budget due to the poor seasons that they have been 
experiencing in the east. 
There are no other significant differences in the responses from each state on the other options. 
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 Recently got some new land/we now have too 
much long grass 
 Use DSI, Dry Seed Equivalent - basically its 
stocking rate and what area you will need 
 We leave it to our agronomist and he uses 
pasture tables 
 Use a DSE against the 12 months rain fall 
 I use a sell grazing method / its both computer 
and visual 
 Uses complex mineral supplement. The sheep 
manure fertilises the soil/pasture. Input cost is 
less than more conventional fertilisers 
 Combination of all methods, visual, budget 
tables and computer software. 
 Pro graze 
 I have a book on statistics that tells me, also its a 
matter of common sense 
 We just use x amount of hay and use x amount 
of grain and buy in if we need more 
 I do defer grazing/ so all my stock are put into a 
confined area and they’re fed an exact ration and 
the feed is analysed by independent lab services 
and a ration is determined from a professional 
adviser/ i make an assessment/ they come out of 
confinement back on the pasture when i visually 
assess what the pasture will be able to sustain 
them without supplementary feeding 
 Rotational grazing 
 Supplement feed at different times of the year 
Table 12.1.3 Responses provided under “other” option for how producers assess pasture quality 
14. Supplementary feeding 
In 2005 the question was “Do you supplementary feed your ewes?”, while in 2008 the question was more 
specific: “In a non-drought year, would you normally supplementary feed your ewes?” These questions 
are different enough that we cannot compare the answers from one year against another.  
Without the context of a ‘normal year’, the responses from the 2005 survey showed that 91% of producers 
were supplementary feeding at that time. 
The following are the responses from the 2008 question only. 
 
STATE No Yes Total % Yes SE 
NSW 271 226 497 45% 2% 
SA 46 164 210 78% 3% 
Tas 22 22 44 50% 8% 
Vic 75 255 330 77% 2% 
WA 21 193 214 90% 2% 
Survey Total 435 860 1295 66% 1% 
Table 14.1 Response to the question as to whether producer’s normal supplementary feed their ewes 
Over the whole of the respondents, 66% of producers surveyed supplementary feed their ewes on a regular 
basis. WA has, by far, the highest number of producers who supplementary feed (at 90%). 78% of producers 
in SA and Victoria also state that they supplementary feed, while only 45-50% of producers in NSW and 
Tasmania do. 
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Ewe Flock Management Section 
15. Run in groups based on age or colour tag 
This question was asked in both the 2005 and 2008 surveys. In 2005 the question was “Do you run ewes 
in mobs according to age status?” In 2008 the question was “Do you run ewes in groups of the same 
age or colour tag?” The table following shows the responses to these questions. 
 
 
2008 
response 2005 totals 
 No Yes # % 
2005 
response 
No 261 150 411 32% SE 
Yes 138 739 877 68% 1% 
2008 
Totals 
# 399 889 1288 
 
% 31% 69% 
  SE 1% 
Table 15.1 Response to question on running ewes in flocks of same age or colour tag 
There has been no net change in practice with regards to running of ewes in flocks of age group. 
16. Weighing of ewes 
The same question was asked in both the 2005 and 2008 surveys: “Do you usually weigh your ewes?” 
 
2008 Response 2005 
total # No % SE Yes % SE 
2005 
response 
No 945 73% 1% 97 8% 1% 1042 
Yes 123 10% 1% 123 10% 1% 246 
2008 total # 1068 83% 1% 220 17% 1% 1288 
 
 
 
Table 16.1 Matrix of responses from 2005 and 2008 survey showing individual changes in practice 
 
  
2005 2008 Net 
Change # % SE # % SE 
No 1042 81% 1% 1068 83% 1%   
Yes 246 19% 1% 220 17% 1% -2% 
Survey Total 1288 100%   1288 100%   se = 1% 
Table 16.2 Survey results from 2005 and 2008, showing the net change in practice observed 
There has been no real net change in practice with regards to weighing ewes. 
16.1 Purpose of weighing ewes 
Participants to the 2005 and 2008 surveys who answered “Yes” to the above question were asked why they 
weigh their ewes. The question asked was “Do you use the information for a) marketing purposes, b) 
drafting out lighter or heavier ewes so you can manage them separately, c) managing the ewe flock 
to predetermined targets for joining, d) managing the ewe flock to predetermined targets for lambing, 
e) other purposes?” 
Although the questions were the same from year to year the interviewers offered different ways for the 
question to be answered. In 2005 each option was provided to the respondent and given the opportunity to 
say “yes” or “no” to each. In 2008 the list of alternatives were read out and the respondents then stated 
which ones were relevant to them. The result is that there were fewer reasons provided by the respondents 
for why they use ewe weight information. A comparison of the 2005 and 2008 results appears as though 
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there is a decline in each reason. This is not real. This means that, at this point, there is really only a point in 
comparing the relative interest in each reasons, rather than comparing how interest in each reason has 
changed over time. The tables below show the level of response for each reason as given in the 2008 survey  
 
 No % Yes % SE 
Marketing purposes 119 54% 101 46% 3% 
Drafting to manage separately 116 53% 104 47% 3% 
Targets for joining 93 42% 127 58% 3% 
Targets for lambing 117 53% 103 47% 3% 
Table 16.1.1 Matrix of responses from 2008 survey showing reasons why producers weigh ewes 
 
 
 For sheep classing also  For improving our genetics 
Table 16.1.2 Responses provided under “other” option for why producers why ewes 
 
Table 16.1.1 shows that there is no statistical difference between the four reasons provided for why 
producers weigh their ewes. 123 producers responded to this question. Roughly 50% of these producers 
weigh their ewes for any of the four reasons provided. 
16.2 Timing of weighing ewes 
The question “When do you weigh your ewes?” was only asked in the 2008 survey. The options were a) 
rams out, b) pregnancy scanning, c) pre-lambing, d) marking, e) weaning, or f) other (specify). 
 
 No % Yes % SE 
Rams out 191 87% 29 13% 2% 
Pregnancy scanning 175 80% 45 20% 3% 
Pre-lambing 68 31% 152 69% 3% 
Marking 191 87% 29 13% 2% 
Weaning 172 78% 48 22% 3% 
Table 16.2.1 Results of the question on when producers weigh ewes 
 
 New England University weighing lambs and younger ewes  No specific time 
Table 16.2.2 Responses provided under “other” option for when producers weigh ewes 
The pre-lambing drench and vaccination time is, by far, the most popular time to weigh ewes with two thirds 
of producers that weigh doing so at this time.  
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17. Monitoring the condition of ewes 
The question that was asked in the 2005 and 2008 surveys was “Do you monitor the condition of your 
ewes throughout the year?”  
 
 
2008 Response 2005 
total # No % SE Yes % SE 
2005 
response 
No 12 1% 0% 93 7% 1% 105 
Yes 39 3% 0% 1144 89% 1% 1183 
2008 total # 51 4% 1% 1237 96% 1% 1288 
 
 
 
Table 17.1 Matrix of responses from 2005 and 2008 survey showing individual changes in practice 
 
  
2005 2008 Net 
Change # % SE # % SE 
No 105 8% 1% 51 4% 1%  
Yes 1183 92% 1% 1237 96% 1% 4% 
Survey 
Total 1288 100%  1288 100%  se = 1% 
 
Table 17.2 Survey results from 2005 and 2008, showing the net change in practice observed 
This is quite a success story as monitoring the condition of ewes was picked up by a large number of 
producers quite quickly in lifetimewool’s life. These producers must have found it a valuable tool as most of 
them are still monitoring their ewe’s condition. From the 2005 survey there was not a lot of room for 
improvement here as many producers were already doing it (92%). This has increased to 96% by the end of 
the following three years. This is an amazing level of uptake. The number of people who weren't monitoring 
the condition of their ewes has been reduced by 51%. 
17.1 Method of monitoring ewes 
As with the purpose for weighing ewes question, the exact same question was asked in the 2005 and 2008 
survey, however the way respondents were able to answer the question changed. The question was: “How 
do you monitor the condition of your ewes?” The options provided in both cases were a) use visual 
assessment in the paddock; e.g. eyeballing ewes, b) use your hands to assess condition score of a number 
of ewes within the mob, or c) use your hands to assess fat score? In 2005 respondents gave a “yes” or “no” 
answer to each option, whereas in 2008 respondents were provided with the options and then asked to 
answer. This means that the responses to question in 2005 cannot be compared to those given in 2008. For 
this reason only the 2008 responses are provided here. 
 
 No % Yes % SE 
Visual assessment 145 11% 1151 89% 1% 
Hands on condition scoring 646 50% 650 50% 1% 
Hands on fat scoring 717 55% 579 45% 1% 
Table 17.1.1 Responses from the 2008 survey showing how producers choose to monitor their ewes 
These results show that visual monitoring of ewes is the predominant method by which producers monitor 
their ewes. Condition scoring and fat scoring are both still fairly popular at around 50% of producers that 
monitor choosing to do this. 
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17.2 Purpose of monitoring the condition of ewes 
Again, the same question was asked in 2005 and 2008: “When you monitor ewe condition do you use 
the information for: a) marketing purposes, b) drafting out lighter or heavier ewes so you can 
manage them separately, c) managing the ewe flock to predetermined targets for joining, d) 
managing the ewe flock to predetermined targets for lambing, or e) other purposes? (specify)”. 
However the different ways that respondents were given to answer the questions means that 2005 and 2008 
cannot be compared. The data for 2008 is provided on table 17.2.1. 
 
 No % Yes % SE 
Marketing purposes 775 60% 521 40% 1% 
Drafting to manage separately 784 60% 512 40% 1% 
Targets for joining 569 44% 727 56% 1% 
Targets for lambing 592 46% 704 54% 1% 
Table 17.2.1 Responses from the 2008 survey showing why producers monitor their ewes 
This table shows that producers are more inclined to monitor their ewes to ensure that they are meeting 
target for joining or lambing (~56%). At ~40%, monitoring for marketing purposes or to draft and manage 
separately provide a little less motivation. 
 
 Use the information for drenching but i do all 
the sheep at this time. 
 For drenching and vaccinations only. 
 Wool growth 
 To see that they are up in condition for stock 
rotation 
 Scanning 
 Pride 
 Try to keep an even wool growth so you don’t 
get any breaks in the wool 
 Drenching purposes 
 Drenching dosage/also to ensure no break in 
wool - fibre strength 
 Just as a group analysis 
 If carrying lambs 
 Do a wet and dry separation at shearing 
 Just for shearing 
 For feed assessment/supplementary/or change 
paddock or pasture. 
 Just our own purposes 
 To make sure that they don’t need drenching, 
and there getting enough food and not getting 
parasites on them and their general health is 
ok 
 For deciding when to shift sheep to a better 
paddock or when to supplement feed 
 After shearing  
 Just for whether or they need supplementary 
feeding ...or shifted into another paddock 
 I have them assessed by a stock agent 
 For drenching purposes 
 For shearing 
 Just visually and hands on 
 If they need more feed or not/ if they’re looking 
poor/new paddocks or supplementary feed// 
 Just to move paddocks 
 Paddock rotation 
 I don’t monitor the ewe condition/because I’ve 
always got them in fat score condition// 
 For feeding or if they need drenching 
 Drenching 
 General health and parasite control 
 Drenching 
 We used to but not at present conditions are 
unsuitable 
 Just keep them up to a good condition and 
move them around 
 Only if they need supplementary feeding/or to 
change them to another paddock 
 Run them as age groups 
 Drenching/give lighter ewes a lesser dose 
Table 17.2.2 Responses provided under “other” option for why producers monitor ewes 
17.3 Timing of monitoring the condition of ewes 
In 2008, the question was also asked “When do you monitor the condition of your ewes?” The options 
were: a) to remove rams at the end of mating, b) in mid pregnancy to be scanned for the diagnosis of 
conception and/or litter size, c) to give them a pre-lambing worm drench and/or pre-lambing vaccination, d) 
after the end of lambing to mark their lambs, e) to draft off their lambs for weaning, or f) other (specify). 
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STATE 
No Yes 
Total # % # % SE 
NSW 303 64% 167 36% 2% 470 
SA 118 59% 81 41% 3% 199 
Tas 26 63% 15 37% 8% 41 
Vic 164 51% 159 49% 3% 323 
WA 107 53% 96 47% 4% 203 
Total 718 58% 518 42% 1% 1236 
Table 17.3.1 Response to question on whether producers monitor the condition of their ewes when 
they are taking rams out 
 
STATE 
No Yes 
Total # % # % SE 
NSW 328 70% 142 30% 2% 470 
SA 155 78% 44 22% 3% 199 
Tas 34 83% 7 17% 6% 41 
Vic 214 66% 109 34% 3% 323 
WA 136 67% 67 33% 3% 203 
Total 867 70% 369 30% 1% 1236 
Table 17.3.2 Response to question on whether producers monitor the condition of their ewes when 
they are pregnancy scanning 
 
STATE 
No Yes 
Total # % # % SE 
NSW 203 43% 267 57% 2% 470 
SA 82 41% 117 59% 3% 199 
Tas 19 46% 22 54% 8% 41 
Vic 116 36% 207 64% 3% 323 
WA 103 51% 100 49% 4% 203 
Total 523 42% 713 58% 1% 1236 
Table 17.3.3 Response to question on whether producers monitor the condition of their ewes when 
they are conducting a pre-lambing worm drench or vaccination 
 
STATE 
No Yes 
Total # % # % SE 
NSW 285 61% 185 39% 2% 470 
SA 111 56% 88 44% 4% 199 
Tas 28 68% 13 32% 7% 41 
Vic 153 47% 170 53% 3% 323 
WA 117 58% 86 42% 3% 203 
Total 694 56% 542 44% 1% 1236 
Table 17.3.4 Response to question on whether producers monitor the condition of their ewes when 
they are marking lambs 
 
STATE 
No Yes 
Total # % # % SE 
NSW 299 64% 171 36% 2% 470 
SA 109 55% 90 45% 4% 199 
Tas 26 63% 15 37% 8% 41 
Vic 155 48% 168 52% 3% 323 
WA 120 59% 83 41% 3% 203 
Total 709 57% 527 43% 1% 1236 
Table 17.3.5 Response to question on whether producers monitor the condition of their ewes when 
they are weaning lambs 
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The most popular time for producers to monitor their ewes, at 58%, is when they are conducting a pre-
lambing worm drench or vaccination. Only 42-44% of respondents monitor their ewes when they take the 
rams out, or at marking or weaning. Only 30% of the whole sample population monitor their ewes for 
condition when they are pregnancy scanning, but when you cross reference this against those producers 
who actually pregnancy scan you can see that 54% of those who pregnancy scan actually monitor their ewes 
for condition at this time. 
 
 Don’t muster unless have to in particular, if there 
are flies, or monitor condition when crutching or 
shearing or if selling 
 Its more of an afgge thing with the lambs 
 The sheep condition is monitored on a weekly 
basis. I check every single week. 
 Same as when i weigh them. 
 Selling time 
 Depends on the season 
 Each spring and autumn. 
 When ready to sell 
 When culled out any of the lighter ewes 
 August and September then in April/may. 
 Weekly visual check 
 Every two or three when i move them 
 Depends on the seasonal conditions purely as a 
management tool 
 Around July. 
 Prior to lambing and prior to selling. 
 December/January each year. 
 December each year. 
 Before mating/culling the poor ones for the 
abattoirs 
 All sheep checked every three weeks 
 Only to sell dry ewes/ 
 About once a week 
 When I think that they need doing//i inspect them 
and then decide. I do not do it the same time 
each year; it varies depending on the conditions 
of the year. 
 When we do a cull//the time we do it changes 
every year, it depends on the season. 
 Every month 
 When I want to sell my ewes. 
 We usually do this after shearing when classing 
sheep for sale 
 During the summer time 
 Every fortnight when we check the water 
troughs, in summer that can be twice a week, we 
conduct a visual assessment only. 
 Only visually 
 Also monitor ewe condition on a weekly basis 
visually 
 Post shearing for body type for culling 
 Prior to joining, after joining and then pre-
lambing. 
 Around mid winter 
 I do a visual assessment as i go and then see if i 
need to change paddocks. 
 When i put them into stubbles in November / 
December each year. 
 Depends on feed and wether we get rid of stock 
or not 
 If lighter condition after mating would run as a 
separate flock 
 Everyday i monitor the ewes and then maybe 
switch them to different pastures. 
 It happens weekly 
 We go round them once a week/that's monitoring 
in my book/not when mustering// 
 Any time they were in the yards/ we were culling/ 
at all times 
 Early October each year. 
 The first day of every month we assess the 
condition of the ewe. 
 Once a week 
 Monthly 
 Every six weeks 
 As a farm management tool 
 Pre joining and when culling 
 Pre-joining muster/sale culls 
 Weekly 
 Their weight 
 Once a week and starts after marking and 
continues onwards 
 Pre-joining/pre-sale 
 Late summer and then in spring. 
 Occasionally when they are mustered 
 Most sheep looking at least once a week 
 At joining, and prior to selling 
 Before selling 
 At shearing in mid pregnancy 
 We can't do much for them at the moment so it 
doesn't matter if we monitor or not. 
 Weekly observation 
Table 17.3.6 Responses provided under “other” option for when producers monitor ewes 
Do you pregnancy 
scan? 
Do you monitor your ewes at mid pregnancy for scanning? 
Total no % yes % SE 
No 716 86% 117 14% 1% 833 
Yes 211 46% 252 54% 2% 463 
Survey Total 927 72% 369 28% 1% 1296 
Table 17.3.6 Cross reference of producers who said that they pregnancy scan, against producers that 
said they monitor their ewes at scanning 
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18. Pregnancy scanning 
In both the 2005 survey and the 2008 survey, the question was asked: “Do you scan ewes for 
pregnancy?” As a follow question, “Do you identify twin bearing ewes?” was also asked in both surveys. 
 
2008 Response 2005 
total # No % SE Yes % SE 
2005 response 
No 725 56% 1% 131 10% 1% 856 
Yes 103 8% 1% 329 26% 1% 432 
2008 total # 828 64% 1% 460 36% 1% 1288 
 
 
 
Table 18.1 Matrix of responses from 2005 and 2008 survey showing individual changes in practice 
 
  
2005 2008 Net 
Change # % SE # % SE 
No 856 66% 1% 828 64% 1%   
Yes 432 34% 1% 460 36% 1% 2% 
Survey Total 1288 100%   1288 100%   se = 1% 
Table 18.2 Survey results from 2005 and 2008, showing the net change in practice observed 
It seems that pregnancy scanning has been more difficult to encourage take-up. 64% of producers are not 
pregnancy scanning. 8% of producers have dropped the practice, while 10% have taken it up recently. This 
shows a small increase in take-up only. 
18.1 Pregnancy scanning and marking percent 
 
    don't scan scan     
  n # av mark % SE # % av mark % SE diff p 
NSW 391 233 80 1.2 158 40 85 1.3 4.8 0.010 
SA 175 140 91 1.2 35 20 93 2.0 1.7 0.508 
Tas 31 25 73 2.6 6 19 76 6.6 3.5 0.569 
Vic 253 166 76 1.1 87 34 84 1.2 8.7 0.000 
WA 183 113 74 1.4 70 38 82 1.6 8.0 0.000 
National 1033 676 80   357 35 85   4.5   
Table 18.1 Average lamb marking per cent for the group of respondents that pregnancy scan versus 
the group of respondents that don’t pregnancy scan 
In SA and Tas only about 20% of producers surveyed conduct a pregnancy scan of their flock. The take-up 
rate is almost double in all other states (35 to 40% scan). The average marking % of those producers who do 
scan is 2-3% higher in SA and Tas, and 5-8% higher in NSW, Vic and WA. 
Colour legend: 
  moved down 
  moved up 
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18.2 Identifying dry and pregnant 
In 2008, follow up questions were asked on the pregnancy scanning question “What were your scanning 
proportions in 2007 for a) dry ewes, and b) pregnant ewes”. 
STATE n Av Dry % Av pregnant % SE% 
NSW 101 15.6 84.4 1 
SA 22 10.1 85.5 2 
Tas 2 10.0 90.0 - 
Vic 48 12.8 83.2 2 
WA 49 12.2 85.8 1 
Total 222 13.6 84.6 1 
Table 18.2.1 Average percent of dry and pregnant ewes (for those respondents that only scan for dry 
and pregnant) 
18.3 Identifying twin and single bearing ewes 
Before respondents were asked to provide their dry/pregnant results, they were first asked “Do you identify 
twin bearing ewes?” This question was also asked, and in the same way, in 2005.  
 
2008 Response 2005 
total # No % SE Yes % SE 
2005 
response 
No 132 40% 3% 40 12% 2% 172 
Yes 45 14% 2% 115 35% 3% 160 
2008 total # 177 53% 3% 155 47% 3% 332 
 
 
 
Table 18.3.1 Matrix of responses from 2005 and 2008 survey showing individual changes in practice 
 
  
2005 2008 Net 
Change # % SE # % SE 
No 172 52% 3% 177 53% 3%  
Yes 160 48% 3% 155 47% 3% -2% 
Survey Total 332 100%  332 100%  se = 1% 
Table 18.3.2 Survey results from 2005 and 2008, showing the net change in practice observed 
There has been no significant change in practice from the 2005 to the 2008 surveys. About 47% of 
respondents identify twin and single bearing ewes. 
Those who responded that they did were then asked: “What were your scanning proportions in 2007 for 
a) dry ewes, b) single bearing ewes, and c) twin bearing ewes” The following tables show the responses 
to these questions. 
STATE # % Dry SE % Singles SE % Twins SE 
NSW 86 9 1 % 61 2  30  2  
SA 18 8 1%  55 3  37 3  
Tas 5 4 2%  63 7  33 9  
Vic 34 8 1%  61 2  31 2  
WA 22 11 2%  66 3  24 3  
Total 165 9 1%  61 1  30 1  
Table 18.3.3 Survey results from 2008, showing the average percent of dry, single bearing and twin 
bearing ewes as shown by pregnancy scans 
Note that the percent of dry ewes is significantly lower at 9% than that observed in scans that only check for 
dry and pregnant ewes (13.6% in Table 18.2.1). This may be an effect of less accurate equipment or 
unskilled scanners who are providing the dry versus pregnant scanning. The dry/pregnant test may also only 
be performed where a producers is expecting a low pregnancy rate. 
Colour legend: 
  moved down 
  moved up 
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19. Managing single and twin bearing ewes separately 
19d Do you manage single and twin bearing ewes separately? (Yes / No) 
17b 2005: Do you manage single and twin bearing ewes’ separately? 
 
2008 Response 2005 
total 
# No % SE Yes % SE 
2005 
response 
No 14 9% 2% 30 19% 3% 44 
Yes 9 6% 2% 102 66% 4% 111 
2008 total # 23 15% 3% 132 85% 3% 155 
 
 
 
Table 19.1 Matrix of responses from 2005 and 2008 survey showing individual changes in practice 
 
  
2005 2008 
Net Change # % SE # % SE 
No 44 28% 4% 23 15% 3%  
Yes 111 72% 4% 132 85% 3% 14% 
Survey Total 155 100%  155 100%  se = 1% 
Table 19.2 Survey results from 2005 and 2008, showing the net change in practice observed 
 
75% haven't changed their practices 
19% changed to include managing single and twin bearing ewes seperately in their practices 
6% changed to exclude managing single and twin bearing ewes seperately from their practices 
72% of respondents managed single and twin bearing ewes seperately in 2005 
85% of respondents managed single and twin bearing ewes seperately in 2008 
There has been a net increase in the amount of producers managing single and twin bearing ewes 
separately by 17% 
 
 
 
 
Colour legend: 
  moved down 
  moved up 
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Willingness to Try Different Management Practices Section 
20. Willingness to try formal pasture assessment methods to determine feed 
on offer, pasture growth rate and pasture quality 
  
1 ~ Not at 
all willing 2 3 4 
5 ~ Very 
willing 
6 ~ Already 
doing it Average SE 
2005 16.7% 17.6% 30.4% 20.8% 9.3% 5.2% 3.04  0.04 
2008 17.9% 16.0% 28.0% 21.8% 10.2% 6.2% 3.09  0.04 
      Significance (p) 0.259 
Table 20.1 Summary of responses to question shown as percentage of n 
The difference between the 2005 response and the 2008 one is not significant to show any change in 
willingness to try formal pasture assessment 
 
  2005 2008 Change 
STATE Average SE Average SE of average SE 
NSW 3.01 0.06 3.18 0.06 0.17 0.07 
SA 3.07 0.09 2.97 0.10 -0.10 0.11 
Tas 3.05 0.21 3.45 0.21 0.41 0.26 
Vic 3.18 0.08 3.20 0.08 0.02 0.09 
WA 2.86 0.09 2.75 0.09 -0.11 0.09 
Survey 3.04 0.04 3.09 0.04 0.05 0.04 
Table 20.2 Average response to statement by state in 2005 and 2008 and change in State average 
over that time 
The standard errors on these figures mean that there is no significant change in willingness in SA, Vic, WA 
or Tasmania. There was a significant improvement in willingness in NSW. 
 
STATE 
Moved 
down 
Stayed 
same 
Moved 
up 
Net change 
# % SE 
NSW 144 160 193 49 10% 4% 
SA 80 64 66 -14 -7% 6% 
Tas 13 11 20 7 16% 13% 
Vic 109 109 112 3 1% 5% 
WA 80 69 65 -15 -7% 6% 
Survey 426 413 456 30 2% 2% 
Table 20.3 Summary of how many people have increased, stayed the same, or decreased in their 
agreement to the statement. Net change in numbers and proportions of total sample are also shown 
As with the last table, there is only a significant positive change in NSW. Generally, though, the net impact 
on producers’ willingness to assess pastures is negligible. 
21. Willingness to try formal systems of condition scoring, fat scoring or 
weighing of ewes to monitor their condition 
  
1 (Not at all 
willing) 2 3 4 
5 (Very 
willing) 
6 (Already 
doing it) Average SE 
2005 19.5% 18.7% 27.4% 17.2% 8.0% 9.1% 3.03  0.04 
2008 23.8% 21.5% 23.2% 16.1% 7.5% 8.0% 2.86  0.04 
      Significance (p) <0.001 
Table 21.1 Summary of responses to question shown as percentage of n 
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Table 21.2 shows that more producers are less willing to try formal systems of monitoring their ewes. 38% 
scored a 1 or 2 in 2005, while 45% scored the same in 2008. The total average has gone from 3.03 to 2.86. 
The standard error and significance value show that this is a real reduction. 
 
  2005 2008 Change 
STATE Average SE Average SE of average SE 
NSW 2.98 0.07 2.88 0.07 -0.10 0.08 
SA 2.97 0.10 2.67 0.10 -0.30 0.10 
Tas 3.25 0.22 3.02 0.24 -0.23 0.19 
Vic 3.17 0.09 3.06 0.09 -0.12 0.09 
WA 2.93 0.11 2.65 0.10 -0.29 0.11 
Survey 3.03 0.04 2.86 0.04 -0.17 0.05 
Table 21.2 Average response to statement by state in 2005 and 2008 and change in State average 
over that time 
This table shows that there has been a reduction in willingness to formally monitor ewes across every State. 
 
STATE 
Moved 
down 
Stayed 
same 
Moved 
up 
Net change 
# % SE 
NSW 180 159 158 -22 -4% 4% 
SA 92 66 52 -40 -19% 6% 
Tas 14 22 8 -6 -14% 11% 
Vic 115 114 101 -14 -4% 4% 
WA 87 70 57 -30 -14% 6% 
Survey 488 431 376 -112 -9% 2% 
Table 21.3 Summary of how many people have increased, stayed the same, or decreased in their 
agreement to the statement. Net change in numbers and proportions of total sample are also shown 
22. Willingness to separate ewes into lighter and heavier mobs and manage 
the mobs according to their different nutritional needs 
  
1 (Not at all 
willing) 2 3 4 
5 (Very 
willing) 
6 (Already 
doing it) Average SE 
2005 17.7% 14.4% 22.2% 19.0% 13.6% 13.1% 3.36  0.05 
2008 17.1% 16.6% 19.6% 19.5% 13.1% 14.1% 3.37  0.05 
      Significance (p) 0.815 
Table 22.1 Summary of responses to question shown as percentage of n 
This table shows that there is no real difference in willingness to separate and manage mobs for different 
nutritional needs from 2005 to 2008. 
 
  2005 2008 Change 
STATE Average SE Average SE of average SE 
NSW 3.38 0.07 3.44 0.07 0.05 0.09 
SA 3.30 0.11 3.29 0.11 -0.01 0.12 
Tas 3.41 0.27 3.64 0.25 0.23 0.20 
Vic 3.48 0.09 3.54 0.09 0.05 0.10 
WA 3.14 0.11 2.97 0.11 -0.17 0.14 
Survey 3.36 0.05 3.37 0.05 0.01 0.05 
Table 22.2 Average response to statement by state in 2005 and 2008 and change in State average 
over that time 
The standard errors on these changes show that there is no statistically significant change over time in each 
State. 
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STATE 
Moved 
down 
Stayed 
same 
Moved 
up 
Net change 
# % SE 
NSW 165 146 186 21 4% 4% 
SA 75 63 72 -3 -1% 6% 
Tas 13 16 15 2 5% 12% 
Vic 112 91 127 15 5% 5% 
WA 86 59 69 -17 -8% 6% 
Survey 451 375 469 18 1% 2% 
Table 22.3 Summary of how many people have increased, stayed the same, or decreased in their 
agreement to the statement. Net change in numbers and proportions of total sample are also shown 
As with the last table, the standard errors on these changes show that there is no statistically significant 
change over time in each State. 
23. Willingness to try formal feed budgeting to assist with getting ewes to a 
target body weight or condition score 
  
1 (Not at all 
willing) 2 3 4 
5 (Very 
willing) 
6 (Already 
doing it) Average SE 
2005 21.4% 19.2% 27.5% 17.9% 9.2% 4.9% 2.89  0.04 
2008 17.8% 16.2% 28.4% 20.3% 8.6% 8.6% 3.12  0.04 
      Significance (p) 0.000 
Table 23.1 Summary of responses to question shown as percentage of n 
This table shows that there has been quite a strong response nationally to formal feed budgeting. The 
national average has gone from 2.89 to 3.12. Those who are not very willing (score 1 or 2) have dropped 
7%, while those who are feed budgeting already have increased from 4.9% of respondents to 8.6%. 
 
  2005 2008 Change 
STATE Average SE Average SE of average SE 
NSW 2.91 0.06 3.11 0.06 0.21 0.07 
SA 2.82 0.10 2.89 0.10 0.07 0.12 
Tas 2.89 0.20 3.43 0.23 0.55 0.27 
Vic 3.03 0.08 3.31 0.09 0.28 0.09 
WA 2.69 0.09 2.99 0.10 0.30 0.11 
Survey 2.89 0.04 3.12 0.04 0.23 0.05 
Table 23.2 Average response to statement by state in 2005 and 2008 and change in State average 
over that time 
This table shows that there has been a significant, positive response across all states, except in SA.  
 
STATE 
Moved 
down 
Stayed 
same 
Moved 
up 
Net change 
# % SE 
NSW 151 155 191 40 8% 4% 
SA 69 63 78 9 4% 6% 
Tas 10 15 19 9 20% 12% 
Vic 97 105 128 31 9% 5% 
WA 62 57 95 33 15% 6% 
Survey 389 395 511 122 9% 2% 
Table 23.3 Summary of how many people have increased, stayed the same, or decreased in their 
agreement to the statement. Net change in numbers and proportions of total sample are also shown 
There is no statistical difference in the size of change across States. 
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24. Willingness to try pregnancy scanning to separate twin bearing ewes to 
manage them as a separate mob 
  
1 (Not at all 
willing) 2 3 4 
5 (Very 
willing) 
6 (Already 
doing it) Average SE 
2005 22.0% 14.3% 17.7% 17.8% 17.8% 10.4% 3.26  0.05 
2008 22.4% 14.8% 18.6% 18.9% 14.4% 10.8% 3.21  0.05 
      Significance (p) 0.223 
Table 24.1 Summary of responses to question shown as percentage of n 
There is no significant difference between the responses received in 2005 and those received in 2008.  
 
  2005 2008 Change 
STATE Average SE Average SE of average SE 
NSW 3.45 0.08 3.47 0.08 0.02 0.08 
SA 3.02 0.11 3.00 0.10 -0.03 0.12 
Tas 3.18 0.27 2.89 0.28 -0.30 0.24 
Vic 3.19 0.09 3.22 0.09 0.02 0.10 
WA 3.20 0.11 2.86 0.11 -0.35 0.12 
Survey 3.26 0.05 3.21 0.05 -0.06 0.05 
Table 24.2 Average response to statement by state in 2005 and 2008 and change in State average 
over that time 
The standard error shows that there is no significant change in response in any of the states, except for a 
drop in WA. 
 
STATE 
Moved 
down 
Stayed 
same 
Moved 
up 
Net change 
# % SE 
NSW 161 177 159 -2 0% 4% 
SA 76 69 65 -11 -5% 6% 
Tas 19 14 11 -8 -18% 12% 
Vic 106 113 111 5 2% 4% 
WA 94 59 61 -33 -15% 6% 
Survey 456 432 407 -49 -4% 2% 
Table 24.3 Summary of how many people have increased, stayed the same, or decreased in their 
agreement to the statement. Net change in numbers and proportions of total sample are also shown 
There is a significant difference in responses between Victoria and NSW (more willing) and WA (less willing). 
Tasmania also appears to be less willing, but this is likely to be an effect of the unavailability of scanners in 
Tasmania. 
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Practice Change Section 
The next couple of questions relate to any practice changes over the last 5 years. 
25. Changed practice 
In the 2008 survey, respondents were asked “Have you made any changes to the way you manage your 
pastures or ewes over the last five years?” 
 
STATE Yes No Total % Yes SE 
NSW 327 170 497 66% 2% 
SA 117 93 210 56% 3% 
Tas 26 18 44 59% 7% 
Vic 214 116 330 65% 3% 
WA 138 76 214 64% 3% 
Survey Total 822 473 1295 64% 1% 
Table 25.1 Response to question on practice change by whole sample 
26. Any changes due to information from lifetimewool? 
The follow question to the one above in the 2008 survey was “Did you make any changes to how you 
manage your pastures or ewes because of information you have received from the Lifetime Wool 
Project?” 
 
STATE Yes No Total % Yes SE 
NSW 56 271 327 17% 2% 
SA 16 101 117 14% 3% 
Tas 9 17 26 35% 9% 
Vic 53 161 214 25% 3% 
WA 21 117 138 15% 3% 
Survey Total 155 667 822 19% 1% 
Table 26.1 Response to question on practice change due to lifetimewool  
Here there is a significant difference in response between most states, but not between NSW, SA and WA. 
These results show that 12% of producers sampled recognise that they have made changes to their 
practices specifically based on information that they have received from lifetimewool. This is the minimum 
number of producers that the project has influenced. Due to the complicated nature of adoption (as 
discussed earlier) there are likely to be others who have been influenced in more subtle ways. This is what 
the other questions identify. 
This results alone shows that the project has achieved its objective of having 3,000 wool producers 
nationally change practices. 
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26.1 Characteristics of producers who have changed practice due to lifetimewool 
A closer look at the characteristics of this group may help to show us why they have been able to take up 
lifetimewool’s key messages so readily. The following tables compare the characteristics of this group to the 
whole sample. 
 
STATE 
Heard of lifetimewool 
Total No % Yes %  SE 
NSW 24 43% 32 57% 7% 56 
SA 5 31% 11 69% 12% 16 
Tas 1 11% 8 89% 10% 9 
Vic 10 19% 43 81% 5% 53 
WA 7 33% 14 67% 10% 21 
Subsample Total 47 30% 108 70% 4% 155 
Survey total 771 60% 524 40% 1% 1295 
Table 26.1.1 How the subsample of producers who have changed practice due to lifetimewool 
responded to the question in the 2005 survey about whether they had heard of lifetimewool  
This table shows that there is a considerably higher proportion of the subsample of producers who attribute 
changes in practice to lifetimewool were familiar with lifetimewool in 2005 (70%). This is in comparison to the 
response by the whole sample (40%). 
 
STATE 
# 
respondents 
Ave Merino 
ewe Flock Size se 
Ave area of 
pasture (Ha) se Marking % se 
NSW 56 1924 339 1131 148 85% 2 
SA 16 2182 496 1135 387 96% 3 
Tas 9 3687 1096 3240 1653 79% 5 
Vic 53 2971 444 884 94 81% 2 
WA 21 2545 322 794 78 81% 3 
Subsample 155 2495 218 1124 125 83% 1 
Survey 1295 1802 84 1305 81 82% 2 
Table 26.1.2 Production characteristics of subsample of producers who attribute changing practices 
to lifetimewool, compared to responses of the whole sample 
This group of producers have considerably more Merino ewes on average than the whole sample, and yet 
less hectares for pasture. This may indicate a tighter management style as their DSE/ha would also be much 
higher than the sample average. 
 
STATE 
Total  Pay for advice Benchmark flock Member of producer group 
# Yes % se Yes % se Yes % se 
NSW 56 19 34% 6% 19 34% 6% 25 45% 7% 
SA 16 7 44% 12% 6 38% 12% 11 69% 12% 
Tas 9 5 56% 17% 5 56% 17% 4 44% 17% 
Vic 53 23 43% 7% 27 51% 7% 41 77% 6% 
WA 21 9 43% 11% 12 57% 11% 13 62% 11% 
Subsample Total 155 63 41% 4% 69 45% 4% 94 61% 4% 
Survey Total 1295 261 20% 1% 356 27% 1% 457 35% 1% 
Table 26.1.3 Participation characteristics of subsample of producers who attribute changing 
practices to lifetimewool, compared to responses of the whole sample 
There are striking differences that this group has as compared to the whole sample. They are twice as likely 
to have a consultant working for them, are much more likely to practice benchmarking and a high proportion 
of them are a member of a production or research group. Table 24.1.4 also shows considerable differences 
in the types of groups that they are involved with.
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STATE 
Local 
farmer 
group 
Lifetime Ewe 
Management Bestwool 
Grain 
and 
Graze 
Stud 
Breeders 
Association 
Performance 
breeders 
Q 
Lamb Total 
NSW 13% 1% 0% 5% 2% 1% 0% 23% 
SA 5% 1% 0% 3% 1% 1% 0% 12% 
Tas 1% 1% 0% 0% 1% 0% 0% 3% 
Vic 10% 12% 18% 5% 3% 0% 0% 49% 
WA 3% 3% 0% 1% 2% 3% 1% 13% 
Subsample 
total 34% 19% 18% 14% 9% 5% 1% 100% 
Survey total 22% 2% 5% 5% 8% 2% 1%   
Table 26.1.4 Group membership characteristics of subsample of producers who attribute changing 
practices to lifetimewool, compared to responses of the whole sample 
Participation in a local producer group is still the most popular style of group participation, but at a third of the 
sample, rather than almost half. Lifetime Ewe Management is much more popular with this subsample as 
with the whole set of respondents. This shows a direct link to lifetimewool. In fact, 28 of the 33 (88%) 
producers that participate in Lifetime Ewe Management attribute their changes in practice to lifetimewool. 
Participation in Bestwool and Grain and Graze are also higher in this subsample.  
26.2 Willingness to change practices 
The following tables compare the responses of the producers who said that they have changed practices 
due to lifetimewool with the responses of the whole survey population in both 2005 and 2008. 
Willingness to try formal pasture assessment methods to determine feed on offer, pasture growth 
rate and pasture quality 
 2005 responses 
1 ~ Not at 
all willing 2 3 4 
5 ~ Very 
willing 
6 ~ Already 
doing it 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 16.7% 17.6% 30.4% 20.8% 9.3% 5.2% 3.04 .04 
Changed due to LTW 6% 8% 26% 30% 17% 12% 3.79 .11 
 
 2008 responses 
1 ~ Not at 
all willing 2 3 4 
5 ~ Very 
willing 
6 ~ Already 
doing it 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 17.9% 16.0% 28.0% 21.8% 10.2% 6.2% 3.09 .04 
Changed due to LTW 5% 5% 24% 32% 21% 14% 4.01 .10 
 
Willingness to try formal systems of condition scoring, fat scoring or weighing of ewes to monitor 
their condition 
 2005 responses 
1 ~ Not at 
all willing 2 3 4 
5 ~ Very 
willing 
6 ~ Already 
doing it 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 19.5% 18.7% 27.4% 17.2% 8.0% 9.1% 3.03 .04 
Changed due to LTW 8% 12% 18% 23% 15% 23% 3.96 .13 
 
 2008 responses 
1 ~ Not at 
all willing 2 3 4 
5 ~ Very 
willing 
6 ~ Already 
doing it 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 23.8% 21.5% 23.2% 16.1% 7.5% 8.0% 2.86 .04 
Changed due to LTW 8% 8% 19% 23% 14% 27% 4.09 .13 
 
Willingness to separate ewes into lighter and heavier mobs and manage the mobs according to their 
different nutritional needs 
 2005 responses 
1 ~ Not at 
all willing 2 3 4 
5 ~ Very 
willing 
6 ~ Already 
doing it 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 17.7% 14.4% 22.2% 19.0% 13.6% 13.1% 3.36 .05 
Changed due to LTW 7% 15% 23% 21% 20% 14% 3.74 .12 
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 2008 responses 
1 ~ Not at 
all willing 2 3 4 
5 ~ Very 
willing 
6 ~ Already 
doing it 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 17.1% 16.6% 19.6% 19.5% 13.1% 14.1% 3.37 .05 
Changed due to LTW 7% 13% 21% 23% 16% 21% 3.90 .12 
 
Willingness to try formal feed budgeting to assist with getting ewes to a target body weight or 
condition score 
 2005 responses 
1 ~ Not at 
all willing 2 3 4 
5 ~ Very 
willing 
6 ~ Already 
doing it 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 21.4% 19.2% 27.5% 17.9% 9.2% 4.9% 2.89 .04 
Changed due to LTW 8% 8% 26% 29% 19% 10% 3.74 .11 
 
 2008 responses 
1 ~ Not at 
all willing 2 3 4 
5 ~ Very 
willing 
6 ~ Already 
doing it 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 17.8% 16.2% 28.4% 20.3% 8.6% 8.6% 3.12 .04 
Changed due to LTW 1% 6% 28% 26% 18% 20% 4.14 .10 
 
Willingness to try pregnancy scanning to separate twin bearing ewes to manage them as a separate 
mob 
 2005 responses 
1 ~ Not at 
all willing 2 3 4 
5 ~ Very 
willing 
6 ~ Already 
doing it 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 22.0% 14.3% 17.7% 17.8% 17.8% 10.4% 3.26 .05 
Changed due to LTW 12% 12% 17% 17% 26% 14% 3.76 .13 
 
2008 responses 
1 ~ Not at 
all willing 2 3 4 
5 ~ Very 
willing 
6 ~ Already 
doing it 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 22.4% 14.8% 18.6% 18.9% 14.4% 10.8% 3.21 .05 
Changed due to LTW 14% 14% 15% 19% 21% 18% 3.74 .13 
 
In all of these tables the sub-population of respondents who say that they changed practices due to 
information received from lifetimewool were and are more likely to be willing to adopt new pasture and ewe 
management systems. While they are significantly more willing to separate twin and single bearing ewes and 
separate mobs and mage based on different nutritional requirements, they are considerably more willing to 
formally monitor ewes, feed budget and assess pastures. 
 
26.3 Agreement with lifetimewool messages 
Lamb birth weights will increase if the body condition of a ewe increases during late pregnancy 
 2005 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 1.5% 3.1% 14.1% 34.7% 46.6% 4.22  .03 
Changed due to LTW 1% 1% 12% 33% 54% 4.37 .06 
 
 2008 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 0.8% 3.0% 12.7% 32.0% 51.5%  4.30  .02 
Changed due to LTW 0% 1% 10% 23% 66% 4.54 .06 
This difference in average response is significant. The group of producers that say they have changed due to 
lifetimewool were slightly more likely to agree with this statement in 2005 and in 2008.  
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Improving the body condition of a ewe during pregnancy and early lactation can decrease the wool 
fibre diameter of her offspring. 
 2005 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 21.8% 19.5% 31.5% 14.8% 12.4% 2.76  .04 
Changed due to LTW 19% 17% 23% 16% 25% 3.10 .12 
 
2008 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 19.6% 15.4% 37.4% 12.4% 15.3% 2.88  .04 
Changed due to LTW 13% 13% 31% 14% 29% 3.34 .11 
This difference in average response is significant 
 
Farm profit is responsive to the condition of the ewe throughout the year 
 2008 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 1.4% 3.6% 11.9% 30.0% 53.1% 4.30  .03 
Changed due to LTW 1% 1% 6% 37% 55% 4.44 .06 
This difference in average response is not significant 
 
Lamb birth weight is a key factor affecting lamb survival 
 2008 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 1.9% 3.6% 10.4% 32.3% 51.7% 4.28  .03 
Changed due to LTW 1% 2% 10% 22% 65% 4.49 .06 
This difference in average response is significant 
You need to condition score ewes or weigh them to accurately assess their body condition 
 2008 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 11.9% 16.7% 24.3% 25.9% 21.2% 3.28  .04 
Changed due to LTW 3% 8% 18% 28% 43% 3.99 .09 
This difference in average response is significant 
 
Lamb survival is strongly influenced by how much you feed your ewes through pregnancy 
 2005 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 1.3% 4.6% 15.9% 37.1% 41.2% 4.12  .03 
Changed due to LTW 1% 5% 14% 31% 49% 4.22 .08 
 
 2008 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 1.0% 3.3% 11.8% 33.7% 50.1% 4.29  .02 
Changed due to LTW 0% 1% 11% 28% 60% 4.46 .06 
This difference in average responses from the 2005 survey is not significant. The difference in the 2008 
survey samples are though. Those that have changed due to lifetimewool agree more strongly with this 
statement in 2008 but not in 2005. 
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Ewes that are fed more will have an increase in ewe clean fleece weight and ewe fibre diameter 
compared to ewes that are fed less. 
2005 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 1.4% 3.7% 13.1% 33.7% 48.2% 4.24  .03 
Changed due to LTW 1% 4% 17% 30% 48% 4.19 .08 
 
2008 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 0.7% 2.5% 12.1% 31.9% 52.7% 4.33  .02 
Changed due to LTW 0% 3% 12% 25% 59% 4.41 .07 
This difference in average response is not significant 
 
Improving the condition of a ewe during pregnancy and early lactation can increase fleece weights in 
progeny 
 2005 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 1.6% 3.4% 16.4% 31.4% 47.2%  4.19  .03 
Changed due to LTW 3% 1% 13% 27% 56% 4.33 .07 
 
 2008 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 1.1% 1.9% 16.6% 31.5% 48.9% 4.25  .02 
Changed due to LTW 0% 3% 12% 23% 63% 4.46 .06 
This difference in average response is significant in 2008 only, not in 2005. 
 
The effect that the condition of a ewe during pregnancy and lactation has on the clean fleece weight 
and fibre diameter of their progeny can affect farm profits 
 2005 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 1.3% 3.1% 15.5% 34.4% 45.6% 4.20  .03 
Changed due to LTW 1% 5% 10% 28% 56% 4.33 .07 
 
 2008 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 0.7% 1.4% 10.7% 30.7% 56.6% 4.41  .02 
Changed due to LTW 0% 1% 6% 26% 67% 4.59 .05 
This difference in average responses from the 2005 survey is not significant. The difference in the 2008 
survey samples are though. Those that have changed due to lifetimewool agree more strongly with this 
statement. 
 
Poor ewe condition at lambing has more affect on twin lamb survival than single lamb survival 
 2008 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 3.2% 3.0% 6.9% 22.2% 64.7% 4.42 .03 
Changed due to LTW 4% 4% 5% 18% 69% 4.45 .08 
This difference in average response is not significant 
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The effects that the body condition of a ewe has on the fleece weight and fibre diameter of her 
progeny are permanent over the progeny’s lifetime 
 2005 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 5.2% 10.0% 22.7% 26.9% 35.2% 3.77  .03 
Changed due to LTW 5% 5% 12% 32% 46% 4.09 .09 
 
 2008 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 5.6% 7.4% 22.3% 26.0% 38.7% 3.85  .03 
Changed due to LTW 1% 3% 12% 19% 65% 4.44 .07 
This difference in average response is significant 
 
Ewes with higher condition score at lambing will have less mortality than ewes with lower condition 
score 
 2008 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 1% 5% 15% 30% 49% 4.20 .03 
Changed due to LTW 2% 2% 11% 19% 66% 4.45 .07 
This difference in average response is significant 
 
Ewes higher in condition score at joining conceive more lambs 
2008 responses 
1 ~ Strongly 
disagree 2 3 4 
5 ~ Strongly 
agree 
Average SE 
Whole survey population 1% 5% 10% 25% 58% 4.34 .03 
Changed due to LTW 1% 3% 6% 18% 72% 4.59 .06 
This difference in average response is significant 
 
In summary, the group of producers who changed due to lifetimewool had significantly greater agreement 
with these statements in both 2005 and 2008: 
• The effect of ewe condition score on progeny wool production is for her progeny’s life time 
• You need to condition score to accurately assess ewe condition 
• Lamb birth weights will increase if the body condition of a ewe increases during late pregnancy 
• Improving the body condition of a ewe during pregnancy and early lactation can decrease the wool 
fibre diameter of her offspring 
• Lamb birth weight is a key factor affecting lamb survival 
• Ewes with higher condition score at lambing will have less mortality than ewes with lower condition 
score 
• Ewes higher in condition scored at joining conceive more lambs 
• Lamb survival is strongly influenced by how much you feed your ewes through pregnancy* 
• Improving the condition of a ewe during pregnancy and early lactation can increase fleece weight in 
progeny* 
• The effect that the condition of a ewe during lactation has on the clean fleece weight and fibre 
diameter of their progeny can affect farm profits* 
The * on the three statements above indicate that there was no significant difference in agreement between 
the whole survey population and those that changed due to lifetimewool. There was, however, a significant 
difference in agreement by 2008, indicating that the group of people who have changed due to lifetimewool 
have become more accepting of these statements relative to everyone else over this time. 
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The results also indicate that there is no significant difference in agreement with these statements: 
• Farm profit is responsive to ewe condition 
• Poor ewe condition affects twin survival more than single 
• Ewes that are feed more will have an increase in ewe clean fleece weight and ewe fibre diameter 
compared to ewes that are fed less 
The level of agreement with the last statement on ewe wool production has been consistently high over the 
course of the two survey’s (~82-85%) 
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Managing Ewe Condition Section 
This question (question 21 on the survey) was context like this: “I am going to read out a set of statements 
related to effects of managing ewe condition. Using a scale of 1 to 5 where 5 mean you strongly agree and 1 
means you strongly disagree please tell me how much you agree or disagree with each statement. If you 
don’t have an opinion one way or the other please rate as a 3”. 
There are three ways that the responses to each of these questions have been analysed: 
1. The proportion of the sample that responded with ‘strongly disagree’, ‘2’, ‘3’, ‘4’ and ‘strongly agree’ in 
2005 and 2008 (to show the change in each category of response) 
2. Average score to each statement in 2005 and 2008. The difference in average score shows (by state and 
nationally) how responses have changed over time. 
3. A change (through showing a net change up or down) is also shown to show, simply, how many people 
have changed their belief, and what proportion of the population that represents. 
27. Lamb birth weights will increase if the body condition of a ewe increases 
during late pregnancy. 
 
  
1  
(Strongly disagree) 2 
3  
(no opinion) 4 
5  
(Strongly agree) Average SE 
2005 1.5% 3.1% 14.1% 34.7% 46.6% 
                       
4.22  0.03 
2008 0.8% 3.0% 12.7% 32.0% 51.5% 
                       
4.30  0.02 
     Significance (p) 0.006 
Table 27.1 Summary of responses to question shown as percentage of n 
This table shows that there is a significant change in response to this question. In 2005 81% of respondents 
already agreed with this statement. In 2008, this had increased to 84% - and increase of 3% of the 
population. 
 
  2005 2008 Change 
STATE Average SE Average SE of average SE 
NSW 4.20 0.04 4.29 0.04 0.09 0.05 
SA 4.16 0.06 4.24 0.06 0.09 0.07 
Tas 4.41 0.10 4.43 0.14 0.02 0.14 
Vic 4.30 0.05 4.32 0.05 0.02 0.05 
WA 4.15 0.06 4.33 0.05 0.18 0.07 
Survey 4.22 0.03 4.30 0.02 0.08 0.03 
Table 27.2 Average response to statement by state in 2005 and 2008 and change in State average 
over that time 
This table shows that there has been a positive change across all states, supporting the position that 
lifetimewool has had an impact on producers’ belief in the relationship between ewe condition score and 
lamb birth weight.  
Even though there appears to be a significant difference in change in response between the Tasmania and 
Victoria, NSW and SA, and WA, the standard errors show that the difference is not great enough to show 
confidently that the difference is real (ie it may be an effect of natural variation in un-influenced responses). 
There may be a reasonable difference between responses in WA and Victoria, but the variation does not 
confidently show that this is real. 
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STATE Moved down Stayed same Moved up 
Net change 
# % SE 
NSW 117 234 146 29 6% 3% 
SA 56 90 64 8 4% 5% 
Tas 5 28 11 6 14% 9% 
Vic 81 160 89 8 2% 4% 
WA 48 94 72 24 11% 5% 
National 307 606 382 75 6% 2% 
Table 27.3 Summary of how many people have increased, stayed the same, or decreased in their 
agreement to the statement. Net change in numbers and proportions of total sample are also shown. 
Again, this table shows the positive change in belief of this statement that has occurred over the term of the 
project. This table shows no significant difference in change from state to state. 
There is an overall positive change across the country (ie more people agree with this statement now then 
they did in 2005). The change across the country is statistically significant (p = 0.006). There is not statistical 
difference between states, although the difference between WA and Vic is almost significant (p = 0.077). 
28. Improving the body condition of a ewe during pregnancy and early 
lactation can decrease the wool fibre diameter of her offspring. 
  
1  
(Strongly disagree) 
2 3  
(no opinion) 
4 5  
(Strongly agree) 
Average 
SE 
2005 21.8% 19.5% 31.5% 14.8% 12.4% 
                      
2.76  0.04 
2008 19.6% 15.4% 37.4% 12.4% 15.3% 
                      
2.88  0.04 
     Significance (p) 0.006 
Table 28.1 Summary of responses to question shown as percentage of n 
In 2005 over 40% of respondents did not agree that improving ewe body condition can decrease her lamb’s 
wool fibre diameter (27% agreed). Although there has been a significant positive change in this belief the 
majority of respondents still either have no opinion (37%) or disagree (35%). The positive change only 
reflects that less people disagree (ie the biggest change is in option 3 ‘no opinion’). Only slightly more agree 
(28%) now.  
 
  2005 2008 Change 
STATE Average SE Average SE of average SE 
NSW 2.73 0.06 2.79 0.06 0.06 0.07 
SA 2.80 0.08 2.74 0.08 -0.06 0.10 
Tas 3.20 0.21 3.70 0.19 0.50 0.17 
Vic 2.77 0.07 3.07 0.07 0.29 0.08 
WA 2.71 0.08 2.79 0.09 0.08 0.10 
Survey 2.76 0.04 2.88 0.04 0.12 0.04 
Table 28.2 Average response to statement by state in 2005 and 2008 and change in State average 
over that time 
One significant difference in these responses is that Tasmania shows a more of a shift toward agreeing with 
this statement. 
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STATE 
Moved 
down 
Stayed 
same 
Moved 
up 
Net change 
# % SE 
NSW 148 167 182 34 7% 4% 
SA 61 83 66 5 2% 5% 
Tas 6 16 22 16 36% 11% 
Vic 86 109 135 49 15% 4% 
WA 67 68 79 12 6% 6% 
Survey 368 443 484 116 9% 2% 
Table 28.3 Summary of how many people have increased, stayed the same, or decreased in their 
agreement to the statement. Net change in numbers and proportions of total sample are also shown 
This table shows more strongly that there is a greater change in the belief of Tasmanian producers that the 
condition of the ewe affects her lambs’ wool fibre diameter. This also shows that there is a significant change 
in the responses from Victoria. Victoria’s producers have also made a significant shift to agreeing with the 
statement. 
29. Farm profit is responsive to the condition of the ewe throughout the year. 
This statement was a different enough from the one provide in the 2005 survey to be unable to compare the 
results. In 2005 the statement was “Farm profit is responsive to how much you allow your ewe to eat 
during pregnancy and lactation”. The results given below are just for the 2008 survey. 
 
  
1  
(Strongly disagree) 2 
3  
(no opinion) 4 
5  
(Strongly agree) Average SE 
2008 1.4% 3.6% 11.9% 30.0% 53.1% 
                      
4.30  0.03 
Table 29.1 Summary of responses to question shown as percentage of n 
Most of the respondents (53%) strongly agree that farm profit is responsive to ewe condition. Indeed, 83% of 
the population now either agree or strongly agree with that statement.  
STATE Average SE 
NSW 4.36 0.04 
SA 4.23 0.06 
Tas 4.41 0.11 
Vic 4.25 0.05 
WA 4.26 0.06 
Survey 4.30 0.03 
Table 29.2 Average response to statement by State  
This table shows that there is a high level of agreement across all states to this statement, and that there is 
no statistical difference between responses in each state. 
30. Lamb birth weight is a key factor affecting lamb survival. 
This was the statement that producers were asked to respond to in the 2008 survey. In 2005 the statement 
was “Lamb birth weight is the key to lamb survival”. These statements are different enough to not be able 
to compare their respective responses. The response to the 2008 statement is given below. 
  
1  
(Strongly disagree) 2 
3  
(no opinion) 4 
5  
(Strongly agree) Average SE 
2008 1.9% 3.6% 10.4% 32.3% 51.7% 
                      
4.28  0.03 
Table 30.1 Summary of responses to question shown as percentage of n 
This table shows that there is a high level of agreement with the statement. 84% of producers agree with the 
statement that lamb birth weight is a key factor affecting lamb survival. 
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  2008 
STATE Average SE 
NSW 4.40 0.04 
SA 4.22 0.07 
Tas 4.16 0.17 
Vic 4.31 0.05 
WA 4.05 0.07 
Survey 4.28 0.03 
Table 30.2 Average response to statement by state  
This table shows that there is a level of agreement across all states to this statement. Comparatively, there is 
a significantly higher level of agreement in NSW, and a significantly lower level of agreement in WA. 
31. You need to condition score ewes or weigh them to accurately assess 
their body condition. 
This was the statement that producers were asked to respond to in the 2008 survey. In 2005 the statement 
was “You need to put your hands on ewes or weigh them to accurately assess their body condition”. 
These statements are different enough to not be able to compare their respective responses. The response 
to the 2008 statement is given below. 
 
  
1  
(Strongly disagree) 2 
3  
(no opinion) 4 
5  
(Strongly agree) Average SE 
2008 11.9% 16.7% 24.3% 25.9% 21.2% 3.28  0.04 
Table 31.1 Summary of responses to question shown as percentage of n 
This data shows that 47% agree with this statement. The overall average shows (3.28) that the mean 
response is “no opinion”.  
 
  
STATE 
2008 
Average SE 
NSW 3.26 0.06 
SA 3.23 0.08 
Tas 3.50 0.17 
Vic 3.29 0.08 
WA 3.29 0.09 
Survey 3.28 0.04 
Table 31.2 Average response to statement by state  
There is no significant difference between the responses in each state. Each state, however, show an 
average response of “no opinion”. 
32. Lamb survival is strongly influenced by how much you feed your ewes 
through pregnancy. 
  
1  
(Strongly disagree) 2 3 (no opinion) 4 
5  
(Strongly agree) Average SE 
2005 1.3% 4.6% 15.9% 37.1% 41.2% 4.12  0.03 
2008 1.0% 3.3% 11.8% 33.7% 50.1% 4.29  0.02 
     Significance (p) 0.000 
Table 32.1 Summary of responses to question shown as percentage of n 
There has been a small but significant movement towards agreeing with the statement that feeding ewes 
affects lamb survival. The greatest net change is in the ‘strongly agree’ category where the proportion of 
respondents selecting this option have gone from 41% to 50%. Overall, the proportion of respondents that 
agree with this statement has increased from 78% in 2005 to 84% in 2008. 
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  2005 2008 Change 
STATE Average SE Average SE of average SE 
NSW 4.16 0.04 4.29 0.04 0.12 0.05 
SA 4.04 0.05 4.24 0.06 0.20 0.08 
Tas 4.07 0.04 4.18 0.12 0.11 0.16 
Vic 4.18 0.05 4.37 0.05 0.18 0.06 
WA 4.02 0.05 4.22 0.06 0.20 0.08 
Survey 4.12 0.05 4.29 0.02 0.16 0.03 
Table 32.2 Average response to statement by state in 2005 and 2008 and change in State average 
over that time 
 
  Moved 
down 
Stayed 
same 
Moved 
up 
Net change 
STATE # % SE 
NSW 115 222 160 45 9% 3% 
SA 42 97 71 29 14% 5% 
Tas 9 22 13 4 9% 11% 
Vic 68 152 110 42 13% 4% 
WA 42 102 70 28 13% 5% 
Survey 276 595 424 148 11% 2% 
Table 32.3 Summary of how many people have increased, stayed the same, or decreased in their 
agreement to the statement. Net change in numbers and proportions of total sample are also shown 
The two tables above show that the increase in agreement with this statement is across all states. There is 
no significant difference between the states. 
33. Ewes that are fed more will have an increase in ewe clean fleece weight 
and ewe fibre diameter compared to ewes that are fed less. 
  
1  
(Strongly disagree) 2 
3  
(no opinion) 4 
5  
(Strongly agree) Average SE 
2005 1.4% 3.7% 13.1% 33.7% 48.2% 4.24  0.03 
2008 0.7% 2.5% 12.1% 31.9% 52.7% 4.33  0.02 
     Significance (p) 0.001 
Table 33.1 Summary of responses to question shown as percentage of n 
Here we see a slight but significant difference in response to this statement from 2005 to 2008. The biggest 
change has been in the proportion of respondents now strongly agreeing with the statement that well fed 
ewes grow better wool. In 2005, 82% of respondents agreed with this statement. In 2008, this had increased 
to 85%. 
 
  
STATE 
2005 2008 Change 
Average SE Average SE of average SE 
NSW 4.25 0.04 4.34 0.04 0.09 0.05 
SA 4.25 0.06 4.33 0.05 0.09 0.07 
Tas 4.16 0.15 4.50 0.11 0.34 0.15 
Vic 4.33 0.04 4.34 0.05 0.00 0.06 
WA 4.05 0.07 4.28 0.06 0.23 0.08 
Survey 4.24 0.03 4.33 0.02 0.10 0.03 
Table 33.2 Average response to statement by state in 2005 and 2008 and change in State average 
over that time 
There is a significant difference in change by WA and Tasmanian producers (greater positive change) and 
Victorian producers (very little change). 
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  Moved 
down 
Stayed 
same 
Moved 
up 
Net change 
STATE # % SE 
NSW 127 228 142 15 3% 3% 
SA 48 103 59 11 5% 5% 
Tas 5 26 13 8 18% 9% 
Vic 82 160 88 6 2% 4% 
WA 41 100 73 32 15% 5% 
Survey 303 617 375 72 6% 2% 
Table 33.3 Summary of how many people have increased, stayed the same, or decreased in their 
agreement to the statement. Net change in numbers and proportions of total sample are also shown 
This table shows WA has a positive change that is statistically significant to Victoria and NSW. 
34. Improving the condition of a ewe during pregnancy and early lactation can 
increase fleece weights in progeny. 
  
1  
(Strongly disagree) 2 3 (no opinion) 4 
5  
(Strongly agree) Average SE 
2005 1.6% 3.4% 16.4% 31.4% 47.2%  4.19  0.03 
2008 1.1% 1.9% 16.6% 31.5% 48.9% 4.25  0.02 
     Significance (p) 0.046 
Table 34.1 Summary of responses to question shown as percentage of n 
79% of respondents agreed with this statement in 2005, and this increased to 80% in 2008. There is a 
significant difference between the averages of the responses given in these two years. 
 
  2005 2008 Change 
STATE Average SE Average SE of average SE 
NSW 4.15 0.04 4.24 0.04 0.09 0.05 
SA 4.09 0.07 4.08 0.06 -0.01 0.08 
Tas 4.14 0.14 4.34 0.13 0.20 0.17 
Vic 4.33 0.05 4.30 0.05 -0.04 0.06 
WA 4.18 0.06 4.37 0.05 0.19 0.06 
Survey 4.19 0.03 4.25 0.02 0.06 0.03 
Table 34.2 Average response to statement by state in 2005 and 2008 and change in State average 
over that time 
This table shows that the change in average response is very small. The only significant difference between 
states is between WA (changed more) and Victoria (very little change). 
 
  
STATE 
Moved 
down 
Stayed 
same 
Moved 
up 
Net change 
# % SE 
NSW 119 228 150 31 6% 3% 
SA 59 90 61 2 1% 5% 
Tas 8 22 14 6 14% 11% 
Vic 90 149 91 1 0% 4% 
WA 32 114 68 36 17% 5% 
Survey 308 603 384 76 6% 2% 
Table 34.3 Summary of how many people have increased, stayed the same, or decreased in their 
agreement to the statement. Net change in numbers and proportions of total sample are also shown 
This table shows that there is a significant difference between the responses received from WA producers 
and Victorian producers. 
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35. The effect that the condition of a ewe during pregnancy and lactation has 
on the clean fleece weight and fibre diameter of their progeny can affect farm 
profits. 
  
1  
(Strongly disagree) 2 
3  
(no opinion) 4 
5  
(Strongly agree) Average SE 
2005 1.3% 3.1% 15.5% 34.4% 45.6% 4.20  0.03 
2008 0.7% 1.4% 10.7% 30.7% 56.6% 4.41  0.02 
     Significance (p) 0.000 
Table 35.1 Summary of responses to question shown as percentage of n 
Here we have had a strong a statistically significant increase in agreement with the statement that the 
condition of the ewe affects her progenies wool and hence farm profits. Regardless of the change over time, 
it is clear that the majority of respondents agree with this statement. 80% of respondents agreed with this 
statement in 2005. In 2008, 87% of respondents agreed with this statement. 
 
  2005 2008 Change 
STATE Average SE Average SE of average SE 
NSW 4.20 0.04 4.47 0.03 0.28 0.05 
SA 4.11 0.06 4.36 0.06 0.25 0.07 
Tas 4.23 0.11 4.39 0.13 0.16 0.17 
Vic 4.29 0.05 4.39 0.05 0.10 0.06 
WA 4.15 0.06 4.36 0.05 0.21 0.07 
Survey 4.20 0.03 4.41 0.02 0.21 0.03 
Table 35.2 Average response to statement by state in 2005 and 2008 and change in State average 
over that time 
The change in NSW has been greater than the change in Victoria. 
 
  Moved 
down 
Stayed 
same 
Moved 
up 
Net change 
STATE # % SE 
NSW 87 235 175 88 18% 3% 
SA 41 91 78 37 18% 5% 
Tas 9 21 14 5 11% 11% 
Vic 69 170 91 22 7% 4% 
WA 45 91 78 33 15% 5% 
Survey 251 608 436 185 14% 2% 
Table 35.3 Summary of how many people have increased, stayed the same, or decreased in their 
agreement to the statement. Net change in numbers and proportions of total sample are also shown 
Again, the change in NSW has been greater than the change in Victoria. 
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36. Poor ewe condition at lambing has more affect on twin lamb survival than 
single lamb survival 
There is no 2005 survey equivalent to this question. The following results summary is for responses to the 
2008 survey only. 
STATE Strongly disagree 2 3 4 Strongly agree Average se 
NSW 18 17 36 94 332 4.42 0.05 
SA 6 5 13 61 125 4.40 0.06 
Tas   1 2 13 28 4.55 0.11 
Vic 10 10 22 63 225 4.46 0.05 
WA 7 6 17 56 128 4.36 0.07 
Survey 41 39 90 287 838 4.42 0.03 
% 3.2% 3.0% 6.9% 22.2% 64.7%   
Table 36.1 Breakdown of responses to statement on the effect of ewe condition on twin and single 
lamb survival 
The results show that 87% of respondents agree with this statement. 
37. The effects that the body condition of a ewe has on the fleece weight and 
fibre diameter of her progeny are permanent over the progeny’s lifetime. 
  
1 (Strongly 
disagree) 2 3 (no opinion) 4 
5 (Strongly 
agree) Average SE 
2005 5.2% 10.0% 22.7% 26.9% 35.2% 3.77  0.03 
2008 5.6% 7.4% 22.3% 26.0% 38.7% 3.85  0.03 
     Significance (p) 0.031 
Table 37.1 Summary of responses to question shown as percentage of n 
In 2005, 62% of respondents agreed that the condition of ewes during pregnancy affects the wool production 
of her lambs throughout their life. In 2008 this increased to 65% of the population. 
 
  2005 2008 Change 
STATE Average SE Average SE of average SE 
NSW 3.72 0.05 3.80 0.05 0.07 0.06 
SA 3.42 0.08 3.67 0.08 0.25 0.09 
Tas 4.00 0.18 3.70 0.19 -0.30 0.21 
Vic 3.97 0.06 3.97 0.06 0.00 0.07 
WA 3.86 0.08 3.99 0.07 0.13 0.08 
Survey 3.77 0.03 3.85 0.03 0.08 0.04 
Table 37.2 Average response to statement by state in 2005 and 2008 and change in State average 
over that time 
 
  
STATE 
Moved 
down 
Stayed 
same 
Moved 
up 
Net change 
# % SE 
NSW 134 203 160 26 5% 3% 
SA 50 75 85 35 17% 5% 
Tas 13 23 8 -5 -11% 10% 
Vic 96 150 84 -12 -4% 4% 
WA 44 94 76 32 15% 5% 
Survey 337 545 413 76 6% 2% 
Table 37.3 Summary of how many people have increased, stayed the same, or decreased in their 
agreement to the statement. Net change in numbers and proportions of total sample are also shown 
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38. Ewes with higher condition score at lambing will have less mortality than 
ewes with lower condition score 
There is no 2005 survey equivalent to this question. The following results summary is for responses to the 
2008 survey only. 
STATE Strongly disagree 2 3 4 Strongly agree Average se 
NSW 9 32 78 124 254 4.17 0.05 
SA 6 13 37 69 85 4.02 0.07 
Tas  2 7 8 27 4.36 0.14 
Vic 2 9 39 112 168 4.32 0.05 
WA 2 6 34 72 100 4.22 0.06 
Survey 19 62 195 385 634 4.20 0.03 
% 1% 5% 15% 30% 49%   
Table 38.1 Breakdown of responses to statement on the effect of ewe condition on ewe mortality 
This data shows that 79% of respondents agree with this statement. 
39. Ewes higher in condition score at joining conceive more lambs 
There is not really a 2005 survey equivalent to this question. The following results summary is for responses 
to the 2008 survey only. 
 
STATE Strongly disagree 2 3 4 Strongly agree Average se 
NSW 8 18 33 120 318 4.45 0.04 
SA 6 16 37 61 90 4.01 0.07 
Tas 1 2 3 13 25 4.34 0.15 
Vic 2 15 29 80 204 4.42 0.05 
WA 1 11 32 54 116 4.28 0.06 
Survey 18 62 134 328 752 4.34 0.03 
% 1% 5% 10% 25% 58%   
Table 39.1 Breakdown of responses to statement on the effect of ewe condition on conception 
An outstanding 83% of respondents agree with the statements that ewes in higher condition conceive more 
lambs. 
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Market segmentation 
In 2005 the respondents to the benchmarking survey were categorised into market segments based on their 
willingness to adopt certain practices. This method is based on Rogers Diffusion Model and is outlined in 
Rose and Curnow (2007)
2
. The analysis was done again in 2008. The table below shows how respondents 
have changed. 
 
Market 
segmentation 05 
Market segmentation 08 Total 
Laggard 
Late 
Majority 
Early 
Majority 
Early 
Adopter Innovator # % 
Laggard 77 62 33 6 1 179 14% 
Late Majority 72 173 144 18 3 410 32% 
Early Majority 24 147 222 73 10 476 37% 
Early Adopter 1 24 71 82 10 188 15% 
Innovator 1 4 10 20 8 43 3% 
Total              # 175 410 480 199 32 1296 14% 
% 14% 32% 37% 15% 2% 14%  
 
  Moved down 374 
  Moved up 400 
This table shows the summary of all the individual changes in willingness to adopt a range of practices. The 
overall effect is that there has only been a small net effect toward producers being more willing to manage 
their pastures and ewes differently. However this is not a significant change. 
Of the group of respondents that have stated that they have changed practices due to lifetimewool, the affect 
on market segmentation is much more significant. 
 
Market 
segmentation 2005 
Market segmentation 2008 Sub sample total 
Laggard 
Late 
Majority 
Early 
Majority 
Early 
Adopter Innovator # % se 
Laggard   1 6   1 8 5% 8% 
Late Majority 1 11 14 1 1 28 18% 7% 
Early Majority   10 23 22 3 58 37% 6% 
Early Adopter   3 14 27 5 49 32% 7% 
Innovator     4 3 5 12 8% 8% 
Subsample total    # 1 25 61 53 15 155 100% 0% 
% 1% 16% 39% 34% 10% 100%   
 
  Moved down 35 
  Moved up 54 
 
This shows that 12% of the subsample has moved up into a higher segment. The more interesting point is 
that the products and activities of lifetimewool have been able to reach even the late majority. Any adoption 
program is more likely to affect the innovators and early adopters because they are, by nature, the people 
who tend to seek out new information more than others and accept a higher level of risk. The fact that the 
Project has been able to reach producers who are less inclined to take on different approaches is a 
testament to the success of the Project. 
 
                                                     
2
 Rose and Curnow (2007) Summary of Lifetimewool Project (EC298) evaluation activities for 2005/2006 
(unpublished) 
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Appendix 1 – Questions from 2005 National Farmer’s Survey 
PREAMBLE 
Hello.  I am calling for the department of Agriculture in you state who is collecting information about ewe 
management in wool producing enterprises.  Would you please assist us by participating in a ten minute 
survey?  Just so you know, all responses are confidential and will be stored as anonymous data. 
PART I: THIS PART OF THE SURVEY IS ABOUT YOUR WOOL ENTERPRISE 
1. How many sheep did you shear in 2004? (If less than 500 exit interview) 
2. How many of those sheep were adult Merino ewes? 
3. What number of lambs would you expect to wean / 100 Merino ewes joined in an average 
year? 
3A. What number of lambs did you wean / 100 Merino ewes joined this year? 
4. What area of pasture do you use for grazing sheep in winter? (specify hectares or 
acres)number of lambs did you wean / 100 Merino ewes joined this year? 
For question 3 and 4 we put a lower limit of 25% and an upper limit of 125%.   
What area of pasture do you use for grazing sheep in winter? (specify hectares or acres) 
5. What region is your property located? (select from locality list - supplied by DAWA) 
6. Do you belong to any sheep or wool producer groups? Yes/No (tick boxes, add names of 
other groups mentioned) 
Bestwool  Woolpro   Performance Breeders  
Prograze  Pastures from Space  Q lamb  
Sheep’s Back  Stud Breeders association  Other (please state) 
 
7. Do you get farming information and advice from private consultants? Yes/No 
8. Which of the following three statements best describes your approach to trying out new 
ideas on your farm? 
a. I’m usually one of the first producers in my district to try new ideas. 
b. I tend to wait and see new ideas proven by other producers before I try them. 
c. I tend not to try new ideas. 
9. Would you say that you are viewed as a leading producer in your district? Yes/No/Unsure 
10. Do you act as a consultant or adviser for other producers? Yes/No 
PART II: THIS PART OF THE SURVEY IS RELATED TO PASTURE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES. 
Please answer Yes or No to the following questions 
11. Do you assess the amount of green pasture in your paddocks? Yes/No 
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If you do assess the amount of green pasture in your paddock, do you: 
a) rely mainly on visual assessments (e.g. eyeballing paddocks)?  
b) use a pasture stick?  
c) use a pasture quadrant?  
d) cut and dry pasture samples?  
e) use another method? 
12. Do you assess pasture growth rates? Yes/No 
If you do assess pasture growth rates, do you: 
a) rely on visual assessments? 
b) measure pasture growth rates using a pasture cage? 
c) estimate pasture growth rates using pastures from space? 
d) use another method? 
13. Do you assess pasture quality to help feed budgeting? Yes/No 
If you do assess pasture quality for feed budgeting, do you: 
a. Use visual assessments? 
b. Cut pasture samples and have them analysed? 
c. Use a computer program with pasture analysis information for formal feed budgeting? 
PART III:  THIS PART OF THE SURVEY OF EXPLORES EWE FLOCK MANAGEMENT 
Please answer Yes or No to the following questions 
14. Do you run ewes in mobs according to age status? Yes/No 
15. Do you usually weigh your ewes? Yes/No 
If you do weigh your ewes, do you use the information for: 
a. Marketing purposes? 
b. Drafting out lighter or heavier ewes so you can manage them separately?  
c. Managing the ewe flock to predetermined targets for joining? 
d. Managing the ewe flock to predetermined targets for lambing?  
e. Other purposes? 
16. Do you monitor the condition of your ewes throughout the year? Yes/No 
If you do monitor the condition of your ewes, do you: 
a. Use visual assessment (e.g. eyeballing ewes?) 
b. Use your hands to assess condition score? 
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c. Use your hands to assess fat score? 
When you monitor ewe condition do you use the information for: 
d. Marketing purposes? 
e. Drafting out lighter or heavier ewes so you can manage them separately?  
f. Managing the ewe flock to predetermined targets for joining? 
g. Managing the ewe flock to predetermined targets for lambing?  
h. Other purposes? 
17. Do you scan ewes for pregnancy? 
If you do use scanning, do you: 
a. Do you identify twin bearing ewes? 
b. Do you manage single and twin bearing ewes seperately? 
18.  Do you supplementary feed your ewes? 
If you do supplementary feed your ewes, do you: 
a. Feed ewes in order to get them up to a set condition score or weight target? 
b. Calculate feed requirements using a formal (e.g. computer) feed budget 
 
PART IV:  THE NEXT PART OF THE SURVEY EXPLORES YOUR WILLINGNESS TO TRY DIFFERENT 
APPROACHES TO EWE AND PASTURE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES. 
19. Please rate your willingness to try the following approaches to ewe or pasture management 
on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 indicating you are not at all willing and 5 indicating you are very 
willing.   
Please indicate that the statement is not relevant if you are already using the approach. 
a. How willing are you to try formal systems of condition scoring, fat scoring or weighing of 
ewes to monitor their condition. 
b. How willing are you to separate ewes into lighter and heavier mobs and manage the 
mobs according to their different nutritional needs? 
c. How willing are you to try formal pasture assessment systems to calculate feed on offer, 
pasture growth rate and pasture quality. 
d. How willing are you to try a formal pasture budgeting program to assist with getting ewes 
to a target body weight or condition score. 
e. How willing are you try pregnancy scanning to separate twin bearing ewes to manage 
them as a separate mob. 
PART V: THIS PART OF THE SURVEY RELATES TO MANAGING EWE CONDITION 
20. I am going to read out a set of statements related to effects of managing ewe condition.  
Please rate your agreement with each of the statements from 1 to 5, with 1 indicating you 
strongly disagree and 5 meaning you strongly agree.   
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a. Lamb birth weights will increase if the body condition of a ewe increases during late 
pregnancy. 
b. Improving the body condition of a ewe during pregnancy and early lactation can decrease 
progeny fibre diameter. 
c. Farm profit is responsive to how much you allow a ewe to eat during pregnancy and 
lactation. 
d. Lamb birth weight is the key to lamb survival. 
e. You need to put your hands on ewes or weigh them to accurately assess their body 
condition. 
f. Farm profit is responsive to how many lambs survive to hogget shearing. 
g. Lamb survival is strongly influenced by how much you feed your ewes through pregnancy. 
h. Ewes that are fed more will have an increase in ewe clean fleece weight and ewe fibre 
diameter compared to ewes that are fed less. 
i. Improving the condition of a ewe during pregnancy and early lactation can increase fleece 
weights in progeny. 
j. The effect that the condition of a ewe during pregnancy and lactation has on the clean fleece 
weight and fibre diameter of their progeny can increase farm profits. 
k. It is profitable to scan for twin bearing ewes and run them as a separate mob. 
l. Getting twin lambs to survive is best way to increase your weaning percentage. 
m. The effects that the body condition of a ewe has on the fleece weight and fibre diameter of 
her progeny are permanent over the progeny’s lifetime. 
PART VI:  THE FINAL PART OF THE SURVEY IS ABOUT YOUR AWARENESS OF THE LIFETIME WOOL 
PROJECT 
21. Have you heard of the lifetime wool project funded by Australian Wool Innovation? Yes/No (if 
No close out of the interview)  
If you have heard of the Lifetime Wool project where did you first hear about it? 
Neighbours  Workshop or seminar  Contacted by Lifetime Wool 
project staff 
 
Consultant  Rural Press  Beyond the Bale  
Other (please  state)    
That finishes the interview, many thanks for participating and if you are interested in the 
results they will be posted on the AWI website 
Would the project be able to call you for a similar survey in 2008 so we can track changes you 
make between now and then.  If yes; 
Name: 
Phone number: 
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Thank you for your time.   
 
Appendix 2 – Questions from 2008 National Farmer’s Survey 
PREAMBLE 
Good [….] my name is [….] from Taverner Research in Sydney.  I am calling on behalf of the Department of 
Primary Industries in your state. In 2005 you were surveyed to find out how you managed your ewes and you 
agreed to be interviewed again in 2008. Would you mind participating in another 10 minute survey on the 
same topic? All responses are confidential and will be stored as anonymous data. 
***PART I: YOUR WOOL ENTERPRISE*** 
1 This part of the survey is about your wool enterprise.  Do you currently have 500 or more 
sheep on your property? 
1 Yes CONTINUE 
2 No THANK AND TERMINATE:  
“Thanks for your time however for this survey we need to speak to producers with 
500 or more sheep on their property” 
2 How many of each of the following classes of sheep do you currently have on your property?  
Please include weaners and hogget ewes, rams and wethers in the ewe, ram, and wether 
numbers. 
Class Number 
a) Merino ewes _________ 
b) Merino cross ewes _________ 
c) Meat breed ewes [all other than Merinos] _________ 
d) Rams [all breeds] _________ 
e) Lambs [all breeds] _________ 
f) Wethers [all breeds] _________ 
DP INSTRUCTIONS:  SUM OF Q2 MUST BE 500 OR MORE 
3 How many of your merino ewes were mated to Merino rams in 2007?  
INTERVIEWER NOTE:  DO NOT INCLUDE MERINO CROSS EWES   
 NO ranges, whole numbers only 
 Number: _________________ 
4 What month do you join your Merino ewes to Merino rams?  
 INTERVIEWER NOTE:  DO NOT INCLUDE MERINO CROSS EWES 
 Month: _________________ 
5 What was your Merino lamb marking per cent in 2007?  
 INTERVIEWER NOTE: LIMITS 25 TO 150% - NO ranges, whole numbers only 
1. Per cent: _________________ 
2. No Merino lambs in 2007 
6 What area of pasture do you use for grazing sheep (excluding stubbles, salt land and fodder 
 crops)?  INTERVIEWER NOTE:  NO ranges, whole numbers only 
 Acres: _________________ OR 
 Hectares: _________________ 
7a In which state or territory is your property located? SINGLE RESPONSE 
1 NSW  
2 Queensland 
3 Victoria  
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4 South Australia 
5 Western Australia 
6 Tasmania 
7 ACT 
7b What is the closest town to your property? [Locator file to be provided] 
_________________________________ 
8 Which of the following sheep or wool research or producer groups do you belong to?  
 READ OUT ACCEPT MULTIPLES 
1 Local farmer group  
2 Performance Breeders 
3 Bestwool 
4 Stud Breeders Association 
5 Lifetime Ewe Management 
6 Q Lamb 
7 Grain and Graze 
8 None of the above 
8b Please state any other sheep or wool research or producer groups you belong to 
1 Groups belong to (specify) ______________________________ 
2 None 
9 Do you pay for advice on managing your sheep (for example from private consultants or 
 agronomists)?  
1 Yes 
2 No 
10a Do you benchmark your sheep enterprise against other farmers’?  
1 Yes CONTINUE 
2 No SKIP TO Q11 
10b What program are you involved in that allows you to benchmark your enterprise against 
 others? PROBE FULLY:  What else? 
***PART II: PASTURE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES*** 
ASK ALL 
11a This part of the survey is related to pasture management practices.  Do you assess the 
 AMOUNT of green pasture in your paddocks?  
1 Yes CONTINUE 
2 No SKIP TO Q12a 
11b Which of the following best describes how you assess the AMOUNT of green pasture in 
 your paddock? Do you READ OUT SINGLE RESPONSE 
1 make a visual assessment using broad terms such as ‘not enough’, ‘good’, ‘plenty’?  
2 make visual assessments using photo references as a guide?  
3 use a pasture stick?  
4 use a pasture quadrat?  
5 cut and dry pasture samples? 
6 use another method (specify) 
ASK ALL 
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12a Do you assess pasture GROWTH RATES?  
1 Yes CONTINUE 
2 No SKIP TO Q13a 
 
12b Which of the following best describes how you assess pasture GROWTH RATES?  Do you:  
 READ OUT SINGLE RESPONSE 
1. assess visually?  
2. use a pasture cage?  
3. use the Pastures from Space web site?  
4. use another method (specify)?  
ASK ALL 
13a Do you assess pasture QUALITY? 
1 Yes CONTINUE 
2 No SKIP TO Q14a 
13b Which of the following best describes how you assess pasture QUALITY? Do you:  
 READ OUT  SINGLE RESPONSE 
1. Use visual assessments?  
2. Cut pasture samples and have them analysed?  
3. Use another method? (specify) 
ASK ALL 
14a Do you feed budget the pasture?  
 INTERVIEWER NOTE:  Many producers would do feed budgets for supplements (hay, grain 
 etc for the dry season) but this is about managing the green pasture. 
1 Yes CONTINUE 
2 No SKIP TO Q15 
14b Which of the following best describes how you feed budget? Do you: READ OUT  
 SINGLE RESPONSE 
1. Do a quick simple ‘back of the envelope’ calculation to work out what your stock need?  
2. Use feed budget tables to calculate feed requirements?  
3. Use a computer program with pasture analysis information to do a formal feed budget?  
4. Use another method? (specify) 
ASK ALL 
15 In a non-drought year, would you normally supplementary feed your ewes? 
1 Yes 
2 No 
***PART III:  EWE FLOCK MANAGEMENT*** 
IF PRODUCERS DO NOT HAVE EWES (Q2 Codes a + b+ c = 0) SKIP TO Q20.  ALL OTHERS ASK: 
16 This part of the survey explores ewe flock management.  Do you run ewes in groups of the 
 same age or colour tag?  
1 Yes 
2 No 
17a Do you usually weigh your ewes?  
1 Yes CONTINUE 
2 No SKIP TO Q18 
17b  Do you use the information for: READ OUT  ACCEPT MULTIPLES 
1 Marketing purposes?  
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2 Drafting out lighter or heavier ewes so you can manage them separately?  
3 Managing the ewe flock to predetermined targets for joining?  
4 Managing the ewe flock to predetermined targets for lambing?  
5 Other purposes? (specify) 
17c  When do you weigh your ewes? When the ewes are mustered  READ OUT 
 ACCEPT MULTIPLES 
1 to remove rams at the end of mating? 
2 in mid pregnancy to be scanned for the diagnosis of conception and/or litter size 
3 to give them a pre-lambing worm drench and/or pre-lambing vaccination? 
4 after the end of lambing to mark their lambs? 
5 to draft off their lambs for weaning? 
6 Other (specify) 
18a Do you monitor the condition of your ewes throughout the year?  
1 Yes CONTINUE 
2 No SKIP TO Q19 
18b  How do you monitor the condition of your ewes, do you: READ OUT  
 ACCEPT MULTIPLES 
1 Use visual assessment in the paddock; e.g. eyeballing ewes?  
2 Use your hands to assess condition score of a number of ewes within the mob?  
3 Use your hands to assess fat score?  
18c When you monitor ewe condition do you use the information for: READ OUT  
 ACCEPT MULTIPLES 
a) Marketing purposes?  
b) Drafting out lighter or heavier ewes so you can manage them separately? 
c) Managing the ewe flock to predetermined targets for joining? 
d) Managing the ewe flock to predetermined targets for lambing? 
e) Other purposes? (specify) 
18d When do you monitor the condition of your ewes? When the ewes are mustered READ OUT 
 ACCEPT MULTIPLES 
1 to remove rams at the end of mating? 
2 in mid pregnancy to be scanned for the diagnosis of conception and/or litter size 
3 to give them a pre-lambing worm drench and/or pre-lambing vaccination? 
4 after the end of lambing to mark their lambs? 
5 to draft off their lambs for weaning? 
6 Other (specify) 
19a Do you scan ewes for pregnancy? 
1 Yes CONTINUE 
2 No SKIP TO Q20 
19b Do you identify twin bearing ewes? 
1 Yes ASK 19C1 
2 No ASK 19C2 
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19c1 At scanning in 2007 what was the overall result in terms of  READ OUT  
Dry ewes   _______% 
Single bearing ewes   _______% 
Twin bearing ewes  _______% 
DP INSTRUCTIONS: MUST ADD UP TO 100% 
NOW SKIP TO Q19D 
19c2 At scanning in 2007 what was the overall result in terms of  READ OUT  
Dry ewes   _______% 
Pregnant ewes    _______% 
DP INSTRUCTIONS: MUST ADD UP TO 100% 
NOW SKIP TO Q20 
19d Do you manage single and twin bearing ewes separately?  
1 Yes  
2 No  
***PART IV:  WILLINGNESS TO TRY DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO EWE AND PASTURE 
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES.*** 
20 The next part of the survey explores your willingness to try different approaches to ewe and 
pasture management practices.  
 Using a scale of 1 to 5, where 5 means you are VERY WILLING and 1 means you are NOT AT 
ALL WILLING, please rate your willingness to try the following approaches to ewe or pasture 
management.  Alternatively, please state if you are already doing it.  
 READ OUT EACH STATEMENT  ROTATE STATEMENTS 
a. How willing are you to try formal pasture assessment methods to determine feed on offer, 
pasture growth rate and pasture quality? 
b. How willing are you to try formal systems of condition scoring, fat scoring or weighing of 
ewes to monitor their condition? 
c. How willing are you to separate ewes into lighter and heavier mobs and manage the mobs 
according to their different nutritional needs? 
d. How willing are you to try formal feed budgeting to assist with getting ewes to a target body 
weight or condition score? 
e. How willing are you to try pregnancy scanning to separate twin bearing ewes to manage 
them as a separate mob? 
1 Not at all willing  
2   
3   
4   
5 Very willing 
6 (Already doing it) 
***PART V:  PRACTICE CHANGES OVER THE LAST 5 YEARS.*** 
21 The next couple of questions relate to any practice changes over the last 5 years 
 Have you made any changes to the way you manage your pastures or ewes over the last five 
years?  
1 Yes CONTINUE 
2 No SKIP TO Q23 
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22 Did you make any changes to how you manage your pastures or ewes because of 
 information you have received from the Lifetime Wool Project?  
1 Yes 
2 No 
***PART V: MANAGING EWE CONDITION*** 
23 This part of the survey relates to managing ewe condition. 
 I am going to read out a set of statements related to effects of managing ewe condition.  
Using a scale of 1 to 5 where 5 means you STRONGLY AGREE and 1 means you STRONGLY 
DISAGREE please tell me how much you agree or disagree with each statement.  If you don’t 
have an opinion one way or the other please rate as a ‘3’. 
 READ OUT EACH STATEMENT  ROTATE STATEMENTS 
n. Lamb birth weights will increase if the body condition of a ewe increases during late 
pregnancy. 
o. Improving the body condition of a ewe during pregnancy and early lactation can decrease 
the wool fibre diameter of her offspring. 
p. Farm profit is responsive to the condition of the ewe throughout the year. 
q. Lamb birth weight is a key factor affecting lamb survival. 
r. You need to condition score ewes or weigh them to accurately assess their body condition. 
s. Lamb survival is strongly influenced by how much you feed your ewes through pregnancy. 
t. Ewes that are fed more will have an increase in ewe clean fleece weight and ewe fibre 
diameter compared to ewes that are fed less. 
u. Improving the condition of a ewe during pregnancy and early lactation can increase fleece 
weights in progeny. 
v. The effect that the condition of a ewe during pregnancy and lactation has on the clean fleece 
weight and fibre diameter of their progeny can affect farm profits. 
w. Poor ewe condition at lambing has more affect on twin lamb survival than single lamb 
survival 
x. The effects that the body condition of a ewe has on the fleece weight and fibre diameter of 
her progeny are permanent over the progeny’s lifetime. 
y. Ewes with higher condition score at lambing will have less mortality than ewes with lower 
condition score 
z. Ewes higher in condition score at joining conceive more lambs 
1 Strongly disagree  
2  
3 No opinion 
4   
5 Strongly Agree 
24a That finishes the interview. Many thanks for participating. Would you like to receive a copy 
 of the results? 
1 Yes CONTINUE 
2 No GO TO END 
24b Can I please collect some details so that the results can be posted or emailed to you? 
 INTERVIEWER NOTE: ASK IF POST OR EMAIL PREFERRED AND COLLECT APPROPRIATE 
 INFORMATION – PLEASE SPELL BACK ALL ADDRESSES / EMAIL ADDRESSES  
1 Name: 
2 Phone number: 
3 Postal address: 
Or 
4 Email address 
END                Thank you for your time.   
